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ABSTRACT

Thg current status of women and minority faculty is
br1e£ly reviewed, and alternative explanations for patterns of . |
d1ffétggces that exist are jdentified. Although female faculty have
gained in their proportionate representation during the 1970s, they
still lag behind their strength of a half century ago. In addition,
female scholars tend to be segregated by discipline, and, are
disgropogtzonately represented at the lower ranks, reflecting the
recent infusiof of ney hires during the 1970s. Compensation for
female scholarsﬁggs been at a rate averaging «20 percent below their
male oollgagues he current status of. black faculty is characterjzed
by the fo low1ng. blacks as a group have made considerably less
progress than women in infiltrating the academic profession, although
they began in the 1970s to infiltrate predominately yhite
institutions on a larger ‘scale than before; black faculty are
concentrated chiefly in educationp and several areas of the social
sciences; they have -tended to be comcentrated 'in the lower ‘fanks and
isolated from-a major role in ingtitutional administration and

. governance; and in the area of compensation, black faculty,

especially females and the most prolific publishers, ‘began to do well
by the early 1970s. Three pr1ncrple sources of evidence aye available
to test the thesis that qyerd1scr1m1nat1on is respon51ble for the
differential status of women and black professors in comparison to
that of white males: studies on h1r1ng deC1S1‘§s, studies of.
discriminatory attitudes on the part.of majority males, and studies
of inequity in the distribution of salary. A second thesis to account
for status differences based on differential levels of performance
and’ productivity is examined. A bibliography is appended. (sw)

»

.

***f*******************************************************************

x °° Reproductions suppl1ed by EDRS are the best that can be midde *.
Tk from the original document: .

***********************************************************************

L4
o ’ .
v




. § g e o
. % -, , . q\_' ) PN .~ "
~ e ' Y —
o~ T ’ R .
m ¢ ¢ . ’ . . * . .
G . - I ¢ - - R . . . M
o - . . B , .
Tt . . AR . . -
\ . ' v
N i L . - * ' -~y
£
L-L.! N " ( s, 0y
. .
. .-
i ' * ¥ i
F3 ! N
.. . c
. L, , a . '
) ' 1 - , o *
- L R ) . ‘ “ - . s A
R . ! 2 ’ . © * ) F '
” - . - ‘- £ . . =«
WOMEN AND MINORITY FACUISY: . . co
i - °
. . . . ’ :
. . A SYNTHESIS OF EXTANT EMPRICIAL QRESEAB‘CHERS
. * , - i / J e :
. . ot !
& . . . 4 .
. L4
- U.4 DEPARTMENT DF EDUCATION . .
. d .NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION ' . -7 ODUCE THIS
: EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION . JON TO REPR
, CENTER (€RIC) : PE“":;?_ 1IAS BEEN GRANTED BY
s document has been reproduced as . MATE ’
. . > receved from the person of organization B . *
' onginatng - . v .
Minor changes have been made to improve - . L -~ )
reproduction quahty . W‘. -
‘e Pomnts of view or opinions s(a}e& inlhv; doc;J . *
ment do not necessanly represent offical NIE 10 THE EDUéA:noNAL RESOURCES . -
c -“.. »
) . position of policy . L ' |NFORMAT‘°N CENTER (E?‘l ). ‘
N . ‘ ) R
- .
o b . - ‘
. i . Y . .o 3
l,\\ Martin J. Finkelstein . PR
N L. ‘ . University &f Denver U
. ', . ° ’r :i‘| 1’ : . ' {" i’.
(V - . . ‘n,' Y i i ’.:
% : o
. 4 . ) ! " 4
’ h ’ {
- .2 " N » . ‘;
* N ‘ . ? [
bl L d ‘ .
. P R - |
. . M V
. .
N - ~ ¢ » "
. l: \l}C o » ‘3 - . "
- K . ' . W . Y s ‘
. . ' ‘ \ gt ‘ ) ‘
AN . d ' ) P -




L %f Womens Equity It has also intruded both. directly and indirectly into i T,

. as well as, new professiohal journals (e:g., Sex Roles' The Journal of Edu- ~

"« and minority studies programs ha&é sought to develop a kndwledge base to

" . WOMEN AND MINORITY FACULTY: - \
| R ‘ A SYNTHESIS OF EXTANT E&PI};ICAL RESEARCH o

z

_ The decade o&kthe 1970s witnessed a heightened cdnsciou%ness oﬁ the

. N ’ . -

statud of women and minorities in Academe--a.fﬁhction of the heightened
[ 4 i . . ‘o - & .

.- self-consciousness raised by the women's and civil ‘rights movements, (That

. v . « . .
- - . . >, e,

PR 3 - - - « " . . = -
'self-conscioﬁsness has heen translated into government-policy and legal °,
% . ‘ H *

N > o . -

mandates,‘e g anti discrimination legislation executive ordérs, affir- g

@ e

.I . 'a ’ o o - .
'w mative action regulations, and new federal structures such as USOE's Office -
z* - -

vy, .
] . S5 . - .

academic and professional structures. l0n1§ampus, we have_seen the-growch

.
~ [ .

3

of women and minority studies programs black student unions, minority

* -
oA . . . ‘ A

and/or women faculty caucuses, resource/research centers, as well as aff;r- .
- mative action offices' off*campus -we have seen tHe emergence ‘of women and
J
minority caucuses~indmost ma30r professional assoclatiqns (and projects

within higher education associatlons, e.g., the AAU's pr03ect onvthe sta~ !

tus of women), ne® national resource and support organizations, e. g., HERS,
< .

3

cational Equity) and Special issues éf extant’ Journals (e gy the Harvard

. » .

Educational Review s special issue’ on women in 1979 and 1980; and the

.

,3
recent special issue of the Educational Researcher).

LY -

3 .
As the academic arm of the women s\@nd civil rights movements, women

L)

form the intelleétual four;dations of the movements. In the case-of the &

e o,

. women s,movement " in particular, there has been a massive effort to direct »

social gcientific inquiry toward an understanding of biological/psychological
s B e s _ N




sex differencesjjsocialization“and sex roles, thé realtionships among

gender, 'race, and‘class, the” historical roles of women and minorities,

- the history and function of the family in the United States and cross-

S
» v

culturally, women and minorities in the labor force and before the law v

/

(Howe;, Most immediately, investigators have sought to develop a f'

l979)

- ¢
knowledge base "on women and minority pﬁofessionals in Academe--the sol~ et
¢

-~
LN -
4

.diers" in- the intellectual arm'of,the movement

«
<

3

-

-base has at-least three'components:.

R

< e

This latter knowledge )

7
A )

® .

¢

1.

"N.of 1" autdbiographical-Qccounts of 1life 4as a woman or

\ minority professional.hn Academe (e g., Nielson s (1979) in

account on

1A
.

) that.draw

the Harvard Educatfénal Review; Abramson s,(l975)book length

- on subjegtive. experiences to illuminate in a Very‘inmediate

way the trials and tribulations of being different in ‘Academe;
. ¢

Opinion and hortatory pieces that provide'arm—chair.analyses

-
2.

-

and descriptions of discrimination; and

3..

’

iessionals in Academe.

A

&
e

-

-~

-

L

N

More broad- based empirjcal studies ‘of womewand minority pro-

8 ©

, ., - .
. This essay focuses on an examinafion of-the third component of this
: p . i

N .
e ' » % - - ’
. .

) [T 1 .
evolving knowledge base-on women and minority prpstsionals in Academe,

— 4 .

This component includes a diverse, array ‘of status reports initiated by indi-
f"- : .

£ vidual institutions and professioﬁ%l«association,,independent studies of /

.

.

2

. women and/or minority professionals.in Academe, ‘as well as national level

surveys of néy doctorates and/or academic professmonals thagzemplqy sex or,

. ) \ . 7,
race as independent or control variables (e.g., the Natidnal*ﬁesearch Coun=

.

PR

®

o
. -

>

&

cil's annual survey of doctoral recipients, the American‘council on Education-



Carnegie Commission's faCQlty surveys, the H%gﬁer Educétion.vaernment

* Y o

Information Survey directed by the Natibnal Center for Educational Statis-

L
- v [N

tics}: All of these studies have focused primarily on the then curréht
. , .
status of women and minorities (vis-a-vis a matched sample of majority- .

L

. “ » .
males) on a variety of career related variables in.an effort to assess the

existende and extent of discrimination, Salary has been the central career

relaredbvafiable”éxamined, followed by promotioh/tenﬂre, work assignments,

°
B

- S 3 _ - . .
and location within the institutional stratification system. The results

~
-

- of such studies suggest that in mgny reépecgs, women and minorities differ

from majority males, while in others, they do not. The question of what

-

sense to make of.the patterns of differences and similarities that do

>

exist is at once less often and less carefully addressed: Are differences

»

a matter of choice,-overt discrimination, or differences in level of per-

fJEmance/prdduétithy? Ana it is to this sort of qﬁéscioﬁ that thé present .

'eséay addresses itself. Specifically, we seek to: .

’

1. - Provide, a relatively- brief oyerview of the current status of

women and midofity faculty (much of that overview is availablé

¢ 1
in greater detail elsewhere, e.g., for women faculty, v. Kane,

1976; Gappa and Uehling, 1979; for minority faculty, v. Rafky,

A

1972 aﬂd‘Moq;é and Wagstaff, 1974); T )

v
¢

Identify alternative explanation§'fdr patterns of differentes

v L4 . .

04 L i . .
.that do exist and weigh the extant empirical evidence relésed
to each.of these alternative explanations. 7 .

Z\ . ‘ ) [ ' R . ®

It is assumed that an understanding of the sources of status diffefences and

) ‘tﬁeiy relaéivg weight will provide a sufer‘guide'to apﬁrégcﬁing any,igéquit;es .

that exist.
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o The Curréﬁt Status of Women Facul;y ’:7’ Ty T \gj”" R
ot H . . . : o
Whatfis the current status of women in the ‘academic profession at .

v o
N ‘,5" ) i L e

’ Ey: large (their proportionate presence, their distribution by institutional

\'. .

’ :‘

.type andfdiscipline)? And what is the academic WOman s, status at'her own R .

1
Y . LY “4

. s N N - ) o
_institution (in terné-of rank,-propotion; compensation, and,participapion° . .
Lo -~ - v . . N s |
P P , . v - e . X . . .4,
in~adginistration)and,governance)?k,~ P 5 . L

|

7 |
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o = In 1978, womeg'constituted just‘over dne-quarter of all“full~time |

faculty.’ While that figure evidences a 3 percent decline in the ir pro—

- |
- ’ \

portionate representation ‘over uhe past half century (women-constituted

° N .
he \r, -

about 28 percent of all faculty in 1929-1930), it represents a 5 percent

* increase in their ranks during the decade of the 1970s. Women -are dis-

"

proportionately located at community colleges (35 percent of all community

g 7 college faculty in 1975) and at medium and lower quality four-year colleges

(25 percent in 1975), They are underrepresented at universities, generally, - ‘

4
4

“but particularly at major research institutions. There is some evidence, °

however;, of a shifr in institutional logation among "new hires" in the y

[ ‘o (]
early and mid-1970s. Bayer (1973) reported 3 2 percent«gain in proportionate
‘o repreéentation for women in universities (lS percent to 17 percent) between " ‘

N

. . .,
1969 and,l§73,'balanced by slight, losses in proportionate representation at

‘ ¢ - » . - o N

+. _ the four-yelr and community colleges. Both Centra ‘(1973) and Cartter (1975)
e found.that between 1967 and 1973 the pr0portion of women among 'new hires"

- ! ) . . ‘%ﬁ}?f . ¢ .. R % i

was tyo to five times greater than their proportionate representation in e

2 i S ' . - ! ° . .

. faculty ranksoat the most p;estigious reSearch universities. Cartter's y

N

. % . ;

. (l975) data (v Table 1 bpelow) documents a progressive convergence in the b
./ . .
first.job placément pattern of male and female Ph.D.s duringwthe early 705. .

- ’

That convergence resulted from a steady decrease in job opportunities gor

14 . ®
. e ? § AR l ‘e
‘ .
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A : . TABLE 1
X Al . 14 .
: o
' _ L
!
¢ .
B .

Percenitage p} New-Dogtorétes Teaching at Institutions
Equal.or Superior to Degree-Granting Institutions;1
R o .
» by Sex;, 1967-1973 - ;
S . t. N

1

IR

e

" Degree-Granting Institutionds °

1967

1968

1971

1972

1973

=

Xen

I 4

)

& ’

Grohp I :ccc:‘cc'ccccocto

AR EEEREN]

1

Groué IT oo Mececetonnnaadonnnns
G:ouB ffi_v;.......l.u............
Group IV .V % e eiieiriinennnennnns
Group V t.eesvessnnsonse
ALl uni&érsitieg

P40 s 0000000000000
’

20.1

23.0
25.8
41.1
4
60.8
29,2

18.8
21.2
25.6

36.4 .

56.1
27.6

.%3.4
18.8
19.1

©32.3
50,7
24.4

©13.8

17.3
19.5

1308

48.7

23,9,
. &

10.3
4.5
16.0
26,4
44,3

536;6‘ §>/

I

Wameri

X4

GIOUP ‘I occcccocc-ooltc\bccccccccoc0

G_rbup Ilntdccocccc:‘c0!000000:0.:.0

Géoup‘III,.a000o.cn,coc0.00!‘0'0000‘000.

S

i Group .‘IV R AR AR R R

GIOUP V cccoooccw‘coo'oo(l!.rc000000

A].l un'iv‘ersities’.C""'.'.CC'C"C;
* N “

8_.9.

19.8
23.8
27.0,
51.6

22.8

f5.3‘
19.6

{'\k

25.9
35.6
55.8
26.7

£10.0
17.6
2247

© 33,0
46.9 -
24,4

11,4
£ 15,7
-27c 4

315

-45.6 -

24.9

r';')'$.
12,8 ’

17.9

21.7

P

44,8
i
23.8

7 . )
Source: Cartter (1975)
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males while females held their own' in a declining job market.
"The distribution of academic women across disciplinary fields appears

to display.a similar pattern.. In 1970, 55 percent of all female faculty

were to be found in just four fields:—,i the performing arts (art, drama,

/

) - )
music), foreign languages health-related professions, and English. They

were scarcest in.the fields such as economics (8 percent of all full-time

faculty), law (7 percent), engineering (6 percent), physics (5 percent),
‘agriculture (4 percent). And these patterns of concentration and scartity

in faculty ranks clearly reflected patterns of distribution by field among

doctoral degree -recipients. By 1977, however, disciplinary patterns by

"sex among new Ph.D. ‘recipients and current graduate students had begun to

rchange. A glance at Tables 2 and 3 suggest that while female representation

-

7

in the engineering sciences may be even declining, academic women are being

increasingly drawn to law economics, the physical sciences (footnote.
& )
Much of the increase in the physical sciences is, however, attributable to

increased representation in chemistry, while representation in physics .

remains around the 5-6 percent level), and agriculture/natural resourées |

~

(footnogg: It should be noted, however, that’over two-thirds of the female

1

docteral recipients in this area had specialized in "food séiences, i.e.
the more traditionally female area of home economics). Precisely when,

ahd even whether, these changing foci of graduate study will be'reflected

in a swelling of faculty ranks in more traditionally masculine fields

an

remains to be seen. e c ]

s . - # : . o.

- -

“When we'turn to a consideration of the woman.scholars status at her

own institution, the winds of change are less evident. Women have his-

L] . Q

torically been concentrated in- the lower ranks and in the mid-1970s, nearly

4 . - - e N -
3 . 4 g
S .
. ;
.

-

) Y



d

Field % Female ' T
) M -

Engineering R ARAERERREE 3.8 . . .

’

PEXysiCal S’ciences l'l;'..olllc""c . 9'5

-

chemistry ..i.....-:-......- 12.0 /e

PhysicSicecernctnescasneanasn 5:8‘

- Agriculture and Natural . : *& A"
ReSources ™  cesescsscasssscceas ' 6,9 ‘

FOOd Séiences 0'!""'111110 2315

Law ccccc:coctoc'occtcccccccccctc' 22.5 .‘ A

-

Economics |bo|§"|'0||l||.;'||||||' 11.3

T oL,

*Based on NCES data (National Center ¥or Education Statisticsy 1979)
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. TABLE 3

Proportion of Females Among Enrolled

Graduate $tudents in Selected Fields, Fall 1976,

. - .

5 s

Field , " First Year

Beyond First Year

. Agriculture and .
Natural Resources ,........ 20.6

™

. 13.3
. R , . \ - '
Eng’ineering/...'----.--..--..- 5-3 e 4'\7
Law 9 8 80 0 3 0 0 g P BN GOt G e et 28.2 « ‘24l7
- N - /' N .o )
Physical Sciences ... ..euuuss '18.7 13.4 .
' *Based on NCES data (Nat'ional Center for Education Statistics, 1979) -
v N ? 7 . ¢
| / : -
i © -
. _ . -
. ®
N .Li
a %
s <
N }
, . ) . .
4 . ~ .
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. . ' . 10 vy ‘ .
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80 percent of all women faculty wegpg at ‘the assistant professor or lec-
. . ’) .

turer level._~ The: 1i11flux of female nnewihire§"'&dring the early and mid-
. ‘," « . M ”
1970s were absorbed at the Jlower ranks as evidenced by the ''lopsided" chahge
- .. ! : =
in the rank distribug}on of female faculty for the 1970s. A glance at

Téple 4 shows almost no cﬁange in the proportion of women that were full
» ' 3 H

C, t \
o or associate professors between 1972 and 1978, ‘together with a notable

L Y : . -
swelling at the assistant professor and lecturer ranks. Moreover, the

- -
.

concentfat;on of the 'woman scholar at the lower ranks seems to be inten-

&

<> sified as one ascends the academic prestige hierarchy: A giance at Table 5

suggestd that at the upper ranks, the disparities~between‘maie and female

Py

- faculty are twice as great at universitips as they are at four-year colleges,

L . ) . ,
and then again many times greater at four-year institutions than at the
3 ¢ -

> “ community colleges. These inequities in rank béyqnd the initial appoint-

»
v -

' ment suggest that women are promoted at a slower rate than their male col-

. leagues. 'A&Q‘inQeed Kane (1976)'f9und that to'be the case, although pré-

motion rqt; aébeaféd to barx by discipline: The relativély ;mall gfqué of‘
° women scholérs in the naturél sciences w;re promoted on a‘par with men,"
L " while the larggr grouﬁ o? females in the hwmanities and social sciences
;ere promoted iess rapidly'than theirimale colleagues (Kane, 1976).

In the matter of compensation, over fifty major studies completed dur-
l

’ ing the past decade point inconfestably to a single conclusion: Women are
- A

paid less than men, even after controlling for institutional ;§pe, rank,

- . " > " *
and discipline. 2hdeed, while male/female disparitiés in coapgnsation
« e ., . .

remained fairly constant between the second world war and 1970, that‘dis-
. parity actually began increasing, mid-way through the 1970s. The latest
~.. evidence from the 1980-81 Chronicle of Higher Education survey of faculé&
' '\/ . . N ‘ *
! ‘ ' N b

: - 13




) TABLE L‘
. l . -
Percent of ﬂomen by Rank a;ong All Full-Time instrcctioaal Facuity in Postsecondary—Edccation
' | Institutions, 1972 through 1978 ' '

a , .
4 4 . o s ’ .
y»;§$%¢ s,  Year . - o 4-Year
P \\‘?% . A .. a8 ) ; o ~ — (w- - Perceht
Rank ¢ . 1972-73 1974-75 1975-76 . . 1976-77 1977-78 Change
_ Professor 9,8 10.1 9.8 9.6 9.7° - 0.1
Associate Professor 16.3 17.0 17.0 17,7 18.0 + 1.7
Assistant Professor 23.8 27.3 28,9 30.4 - 31,7 + 7.9
Instructor 39,9 41.0 40.7 50.6 50.0 +10.6
: ]
Lecturer g 38.9 40,4 . 40.8 42.8 ..
. ° ¢ -
Total 22,3 24,1 2.3 . ! 25.2 25.5 + 3.2,
[} / N

Source; Gappa and Uehling (1979)

o

Lyces data, cited in Chronicle cfdﬁigher Educatior, (10' February 1975) p. 8.

2U S., Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, Salaries
.. ¢and Tenure of Full-Time Instrueticnal Faculty i in HighEr Education, NCES»77‘813 (Washington, D.C.:
" Government, Printing Office 1977) p. 1.0~ - e
\&_.” , P - ) T .
3U S., Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, "Memorandum
on Selected Statistics on Salary and Tenure of Full—Time Instructional Faculty," 15%April 1978, p. 5.
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* Proportion of Males and Females Who are

w Full or Associate Professors by Institutional Type*

o ’ .
‘- " ‘Institutional . Sex;~ Male/Bemale
j . Type . . © Male Female "Difference
' . Universities «v.veesess 67.3 32,7 - 346 "
N o o . . .
Four-Year Colieges.~.,... 55.4 36.8 = 18.6 ’
- Community CollegesS.....s 24.0 22,0 - 2,0
*Based on data reported by..Bayer (1973) -
Y t
’ &
Q
-~ ‘ ) ."<
- SR 4 v
\ (‘" .
| . -~
- ,, _ 14
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.type and disci.pline.° Disparities are highegt at the major research univer-

the magnitude of‘rhe’oalery disadvantage of.females appears to vary by their

-
.
s

salaries’(Magarre}l, 1980)lsuggest that some efforr may be underway to decrease
the disparity: The compensation of academic women increased by 9.6 percent es
opposed to 8.8 pexcent for academic’men. This 0.8 percent differential does
not begin boﬂaddress a disparity on- the order of 20 percent. Moreowver, the

latest surveys do not report the distribution of salary increases by rank--a

.~
- -

critical factor sidce\studies'nearly unanimously find that male/female dis-

parities of compensation tend to increase with rank and career age. Bayer and

¢ . - .
Aggtn((l978) found near equity in entry-level salaries at 'the junior ranks as

of the mid-1970s, but aggravated disparities At the higheg ranks, Simon, Clari,

and’ Galway. (1976), LaSorte (1971), Robinson (1973), Centra (1974), Jahnson

¢

d %stafford .(1974), Fulton (1975), Kane (1976), and Tuckman (1976) all ™
attest to a compensation patte%n of near equity during tke first five career

years, follawed by.an increasing dispariry‘ﬁhich‘narrows.only during the

final §e5§§.of,the atademic career. Moreover, Tuckman (1976) reports that

| *
<b, ° % ES . L

. the disparity tends to be aggravated for those who embark on their careers

~ »

at a later age--as more female scholars tend to do.

Beyond career age, disparities and compensatiow vary by institutional

sities where males eern nearly a third more than their female co}leagues,‘

lower at other universities and compregensive colleges (differences on the
order of 20 percent), and lowest at the least selective liberal arts insti-

i

tutions and the community colleges where males receive barely a 10 percent

5

differential over their female colleagues, Among disciplinary groupings,

proportionate representation in a given discipline (Gof@on et al, 1974;

Johnson and Stafford, 1974; Kane, 1976). As a general;rule, the male/female

-
< -
-

. . 4 .
[ v . s f




dispariQy increases as the proportion of females in that discipline in-

” c .
+

creases., Thué§ for example, female physicists and chemists are in a rela-

tively Betterfposition vis a vis'their male colleagues than female educa-

M "

~tors.and linguists (footnote: There are, of course, some notable excep-~

.
- 4 e ' o~ L
3

¢ . tions to this rule, e.g. business administration and economics show very'

< high disparities). )
Women scholar's relatively low institutional status vis a Vs their
male colleagues is reflected as well in the areas of institutional admini-

stration and governance. (ltman (1970) found that among a Bample. of 454

- v
colleges and universities, fully ong-third had no female department chair-
persons; and those females holding department chairpersonships were in 5

traditionally female fields. In the American Council on Education's

1972-73 faculty survey, females were 10 percent less likely than their

male colleagues to have held department chairmanships, especially at uni-
versities, and were half as likely as their male colle gues to have held
majorqfaculty wide offices, e.g. deanships. Baldridge. et al (1978) report-
ed that females in his representative- sample of 200 colleges and uniyersities
-were significantly less likely ‘to serve on university committees thad their

.male colleagues and those females who-did serve, were less likely to be in

leadership positions or to view their committee activities as significant.
p At the departmental lewvel ‘half as many women as men reported significant
influence on policy. These disparities tended to be exacerbated at the"

larger institutions, primarily universities. While muth of the disparity

seemed to attributable to rank rather than sex per se, the ooncentra-

tion of female scholars in the lower.ranks, especially at universities,

- ., . . .

h?s effectively neutraljzed the role of academic women in governance.

ERIC - e
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current status of women scholars in Academe:

.

.
»

-

' ! L 4
, Females ‘have generally been promoted at a slower rate than their

- ¢ ‘t' -‘

“By way of summary, the following conclusions can be dfewniby the

=

- . v

Female faculty have gained in their proportioneke represen-

.
’

tation during the 1970s, but still lag behind their strength

" of a half century ago; ' .ot

Female scholars tend to be segregated by discipline fhlthough

there has been a noticeable opening up in some tradtionally

male fields, particularly over the latter part of the 1970s) .

- and by institutional type (although there have been gains in

the 1970s at the university level, especially among "new hires");

_Females are disproportionately represented at tHe lower ranks,

reflecting the rgcent igfusion of.ﬁew hires during the'l970s;
male colleagues, especially in those fiélds in which they are
most fdi;? represented; . .
Female .scholars have-been compensated at a rate‘averaging'zo
pe&cent Below their male colleagues (while near equity has been
achieved among new hires, disparities still tend to increase
over gta\course f the a¢ademic cateer) . o
have a lesser role in administration ane gover;

o

nance (the latter largely as a resul: of their concentration in .

Female scholer

L N

-y
S

the lower ranks). ( o - )

Cdfrent Status of Minority Faculty . Y

N v [

g ' * Before proceeding td .an examination of the current status of minority

fachlty, two initial observations are in order, First,

the vadt ﬁajerity‘of

studies have focused on black faculty (footnote:

"This is hardly surprising

e




wf - . > ' lv *

[ . - - ' r
$ince the proportionate representation of blacks in the academic pro-
. AN ' ’
fession is twice that of Asian Americans, and more than three times ‘that
: ¢

of Hispanicsﬁand Native Americans) Second, while the majority of black

faculty are located at. black colleges investigators have focused their
attention on black faculty at predominately white colleges and univer-

!

sities, Therefore we know very little about black faculty at black col-

leges with the exception of Thompson™s (1956) dated analysis'of biZEE‘EBI}r

.

. ' )

lege faculty and the work of Mommsen (1970, 1974) on black Ph.D.s, and - ¢
s . .

Hayden's (1978) study of the'purposes of black higher education as pgr-

ceived by black college faculty. - .

- With thse observations in mind, what can we say about the currént
3 -

L2

)

status of blacks in the academic professiou at large7

In 1960, before the

civil rights movement,

the country--about 3 percent of the academic profession.

Rose (1966) counted some 5,900 black faculty across

i

By 1975, blacks

still constituted about 3 percent. of a professorlatéﬁbhat had grown from

juit under 200 000 to nearly one-half million (National Center ﬁor Educa-~

tion Statistics, l979).

.
While éhe proportion*te representation of blacks

in the. professoriate has remained stable

the past fifteen years have seen

a.considerable‘shift in their distribution within Academe. Black faculty

have been‘historically concentrated in predominately black colleges in the
south. As late as l969 fully 75-85 percentcwere sb located depending
—updn’whose estimates one chooses to take (Bryamnt, 1972; Mbmmsen! 19743 R, »
During the first half of the 1970s the proportion of“

L

black;faculty in black colleges décreased‘to‘about half, while the pro-

D Fréeman, 1978).

'S

\ . N
portion in predominately white universities increased by 8 percent overall

. . .
and by 12 percent at™the most prestigious research universities. Moreover,

S -

P
L
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the shifts'have been most pronounced among the youngest cohorts of btack

N -t

faculty (R, Freeman l978) Therefore while twe~thirds of black profes—

sors in the mid- l9703 were still clustered at the lowest quality strata

_institutions (especially in blackrcolleges)'and significantly underrep-

.

resented i universities dnd private liberal arts colleges, there has beer
e A
some movement toward a greater similarity in distribution with majority .

faculty, especially among the younger age cohorts.
. AN 4

Like academic women, black faculty in predominately white institu-

tions tend to be concentrated in a few select'fields. Fully one-half are

«

concentrated in education and selected fields of the social sciences

(especia}ly black or ethnic studies departments), while another one~

quarter are evenly distriButed between the humanities and the natural*

sciences. The older age\cohortsttend ta be more completely concentrated
in education,:while younger black faculty'are'more heayily concentrated'in
the social sciences and humanities (Rafky, 1972). Unlike academic women’,

however, there seem to be no major shifts in disciplinary distribution in

e -

the offing: The latest available data on the disciplinary distribution

of black Ph.D. recipients (National Center for Education Statistics, 1979)

-

: .. . 2
shows a continued high-concentration 4f blacks in education and the social

< »
sciences and reveals no increases in proportionate representation in other
» ‘ . : ' . . .

[3

fields. ' 1 - ’
\ * ' ] . .

What - of the status of the blac} professar a s/her Bun institution?

Like academic women, black faculty tend to be clustered in the;loWer ranks,

- - . »

_although the extent of that clustering appears to vary by institutional type®

. S \.,

2
and sex. Among the studies of black faculty in predominately white 1nst1-

tutions only, the concentration in lower ranks is marked (Rafky,»l%%Q;

P AR
- e P

s ' 1 . L . . =L
e - ® : R .
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. vey with the results of the earlier (1969) American Council on Education-

a’ ‘ .
.

> [ v

Moore. and Wagstaff, 1974); the proportion in part*time-ahd non-tenured

track.positions is considerably higher vis a vis their.white colleagues .

¢

by ratio of. about twenty'to'one; the likelihood of black faculty holding .
N - I A -
tenure is about one-half that for their white colleagues~(Rafky,’l972; Moore '

and-Wagstaff 1974)." Among those studies of:black faculty ‘at all 1nsti- -

tutions, the black-ﬁhite rank discrepancy appears considerably smaller.’

<

Among males, there was no significant discrepancy, except at the full

professor level while among -females, whites.were more” liklely to be rep-
., .

resented at the higher ranks (R, Freeman l978)

°

As a group, black faculty fare significantly better than academic
-5 . . .
women in matters of compensenion. On the | sis of American Cduncil on

Education l972 1973 faculty survey data Tuékman (1976) found no sig~ . ‘
nificant black/white salary discrepancy for males while black female .
faculty”earned significantly more than their’white'colleagues (on the
order of $4,000 per academic, year average). Supplementingithe 1972-73 sur-,

Carnegie Council survey, fréeman (1978) largeﬁy corfoborated Tuckman's

fihdings. In a more detailed, analysis, Freemar develops separate regresf

’ L]

sion equatioﬁs to determine the predictors of salary for black and white

faculty. The, predictors were largely simil‘ Fot males, except for the

differentiai impact of public lack male faculty who published

, v

extensively obtair‘iiytum in the $2-3,000 range over equally productive
white faculty, re ng the: comparative disadyantage of the most pro- " )

LT
ductive black scholars that emerged: from the 1969 9%'

-

would appear to suggest a shift in demand in the éa; "7Bs¢for moré'produc-

A

tive black:male faculty.. The comparative advantage of lack female faculty

‘0!.-

R

. This reversal.. o
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over their white colleagués emér éﬁ Largeiy as a function of the diffex-

Ly, . . ' 6»‘A9 s

ential impact of age, experience"ana publication rate and institutional
: q\, . &,

3

¥

type° Black women gained on a par wi%%;gajority males'with increased

09 5°

a premium for publication similar -to majori;y males, and did part1cularly .
° @y
, - . well at community colleges and lower quality uniVersities. (Footnoce. MR

*  Non-~black minority faculty did not do as welly\ They are paid somewhat less
. . : ! g - ” ‘
than comparably productive white colleagugs and showed no consistent improve-

i . ]

ment in compensation between 1969~ l973) wﬁin no studies specificaily

<

v

examine the participhtion,of black faCulty in 1nst1tutional or d%part—
. * x - J. e- -\
mental governance, two studies look more broadly at black faculty partici— -

pation in various aspects of institutionél life. Anderson et al (1979), in’ -
[N .
their survey of forty-tﬁo black faculty and staff«at the University.of North
@ 7 3 LY

Caroliﬁa-ChapelCHill uncovered a sense of:relatiﬁe 1solation: A majority of

@ %

,respondents. were the only black mémbers of their department, did not feel
close to their white department colleagues and felt that they were mot regarded
« -

"as part of the team.," This portrait of isolatign is largely confirmed in’

Middleton s (l978) muLti—institutional in;ervi%w study of black faculty. While

RO
black faculty may play an important rolé Y committees concerned with affirma-

»
-tive action and other black-related issueg, they appear to participate dless
l.actire/y in thelcentral.policy channels of their‘instltutions. T "
. - ) By way of summary, the following conclusions.may’be drawn about the cur-
rent)status of.hlack faculty: -~ . : “’ . . ) . '

-

. Rlacks as a group:have made consideraﬁly less~pTogress than
women in inf‘\trating the academicﬂprofession aJthough they

began in the 1970s to infiltrate predominately white institutions

<3 . . ,

- . 3 -

. - | Y P :
- ] . . -

y . N PN .. . o . .

v . . - ) *

.. »

. N
ot

experience while their white female colleagges lost° éhey alsd”received . ‘

: s " '

*
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. it R N
‘aren't as "productive" as majority males and therefore aren't as a group as

’n
on a larger scale than heretofore; ) \
. .

.

. “Black faculty are concentraged chiefly in éducation and

. several areas of .the social sciences’, and while there is

:

' some broadening in disciplinary'distribution among the

~

. younger 'age cohorts, this trend appears likely to continue;

". In terms of their institutional status, black faculty, like

academic women, have tended to-be concentrated in the lower

ranks and iSolated from a major role in institutional ag?ini-

-
.r

, s
stration and govérnance;

. ‘ N
. . .
.+ In the area of compensation, black faculty, especially females
\ - . ‘ .\ ) .
- angktbe~most prolific publishers, begin to do quite wegll by the : ‘ .
‘ = . P - - . 2 .
early 1970s. - '
. 14
. ; . a .
- - '
N ¥ . . s . .
! Vi
How can we account for the differential status of women and black pro- . s

# . ’
v

fegsors vis a vis majority males? Investigators have by and large explored

two potential'éxﬁlaﬁgtions: That‘diffe?ential status/treatmenf (1) may be a

nction.of overt,discriminacion‘bésed on sex and/or’race; or ,(2) Qay simplf :

ateend on differential pérformance, i.e. women and minorities as a group \

-’ . ’

rewarded. e r. ‘. ) ' L

.

Those who sought to explain differential ‘treatment by differential

performance do, however, make important distinctions in the paées or sources

/ .
of the differential,performance:’ ) v ’ -

. ' - ~
. Some would -argue that women and/or blacks perform differently

- .

© + ’




-
\ ‘ - \ L
\ Lo
\\ < ’ o PMS "
\ ; because they choose to, i.e.-.as a group, they bring different
® \\ . -
\

. . ' X .
~values, orientations,. and/or activity preférences (the-results

of differential early socialization) to their academic careers

than majority males (e.g., for women, an orientation to coopera~-
tion” rather than competition, to human relationships rather than
\_ academic tasks; for blacks, an orientation to .action rather than '
he ? - \ ¢ . .
% :

\

\
§
¥

to contemplation/abstraction); and those activitity preferences

happen to be less rewarded by the académic system; '

%

Others would attribute performance differentiais to differentials.w

in educational béckground and training,‘suggesting that current
|

perfoimanéé patterns result from more subtle patterns of dis-
- . \
crimination to| which women and minori
i

' "
\in their.'acadepic training as a resul

-

ties have been subjected

.

t of their rgce and/or sex
or their sociotreconomic background;

till others w

puld attribute differéntial performance. to the
ifferential context within which the

académic career is’ pursued
ﬁy women and m

inorities vis a-vis majarihy males.. This differen-
TR ‘
4131 context would include:

. N

\ a. The added social/cultural comstraints on women and
) 1 minorities pursuing prqués;

|

i

bonal careers--the strebs of
reconciling academic/profess:

g

ional with extra-work -roles
. il

(e.g., for women, the stress
@ -

s of cgmbiéing work and
\ léréhiticnal.family roles; for blgcks, the ;chizophrenia '
) of'relatiné tp both of’ the a%ademic ‘and black communitiesf; -
and y a ' |
* b. The "token" status of women and minodrities, ‘ige. the

L
. LN
¢ -
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. ———""The later studies (Amsden and Moser,

* : . ‘ -
. [
generally preéferred over females, although this "male preference' was sig-

.nificantly lower among female employers .and  among the youngest and oldest

'

employers; and when hypothetically offered a position, female appllcants

»

.were less likely to be placed on the tenure track and nore likely to be
offered‘g 1ower rank, ﬁhe negativeNcase (Levin and Duchin, 1971) uncovered
no evidence of discrimination among department chairfien ¥n the physical.
sciences only This suggests some variation in discrdminatory‘attitudes

’

by diScipline--diserimination appears to surface more readily in the'human-
ities and social sciences (those fields with relatively high proportions of

women) and less readily in fields such as the physical sciences with the

A Al

&
very lowest proportinate representation of® women).

1975; Shoemaker and McKeen, 1975}
Steele and Green, 1976; Thornberry, 1978), focus explicitly on a{firmative '

o

action and its impact on interview/hiring rates of women and minorities.
D - < ‘-
these studies permit a number of generalizations about the impact
N ‘. i
[l

In the first place affirmative action 1ncreases the

Togetherf

of affirmative action.

BN
likelihood that institutions will c\refully "look at" women and miﬁ/rity

e

candidates although it does not significantly increase the likelihood that

they willqactually hire them. Shoemaker and McKeen (1975),
' - e ©

a study of hiring at 191 colleges and universities advertising positions in*

for example, in

the Chronicle of Higher Education feported that:\ (1) Qualified blacks and

non-black minorities were significantly more likely than qualified white

candidates (footnote: An equal proportion--about two-tnirds--of both black

and white applicants were considered to be "qualified") to be interviewed
-

(20, percent of "qualified" black applicants versus 6 percent’ ‘of "qualified"

white applicants over all positions sampled) but (2) were sig nificans%% less

Al

X

rdd
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- T ' ' v
likely than wprZ applicants to be hired as a result of the interview. About

6 percént qf minority interviewees were hired‘as,opposed to nearly 24 percent

~

of white interviewees, alfﬁough, overall: "qualifiéd" minoritiés and whites

were about equally likely to be hired (about 2 percent, of‘the qualified

apﬁlicant pool, of both .minorities and whites were ultimately hired).

Ingtitutional pressure for éffirmative action, by itseif, then, does not

sfgn%fiéantly affect hiring rates of minorities; rather, the findings suggest
that the effect of affirmative action on hiriné is mediated by individual -

department circumstances i.e. the departments current 'utilization index"

(foottote: For affirmative action purposes, a department's utilization index
- . ‘ 9 . . L

is &efined as the percentage women éhd qidbrities hired/the availability pool x B

number of full-time equivalent faculty in the department and provides. a gen-

" erally accepted indicator of the extent;to which department hiring practgces'

reflect the availabiiity.pools‘for wonfen and minority group‘faculty) and its

’

level of attrition among women and minority group faculty. Thornberry (1978), °

- .

in a survey of ninety department chairs in two large state universities, found

.
-

no §ignific£nf difference in hiring rates by extent of'institutional affir-
2 . ’ ‘ @
mative action pressures. Steele and Green (1976), however, in a case study

* of mew hires.at a public research university over a two year period, ‘found

N 3

that,géneral affirmative action pressures are transformed at the department

-~ .

level by dituational factors: (1) When debartmgat utilization is negative,

] ’ [

%he pursuit of women and minority caﬁdidates is stimulated (departments with

. s e L]
a negative dtilizayioh index for women madga35 percent of all offers fo women

» e o

during the two ;éér period under study although they constituted only ébput

12 percent of the availability pool); and 225 When utilization is.’positive,

L.

the extent to which a deﬁdftment puréues affirmative action depends ubon

- .
L) °

. - . ~
° -

* ' ¢ @

ot

e,

.




tice,,the availability pools of minority‘candidates tend to $e calculated

',

-19-

~

attrition among extant women and mdnority faculty, i.e., those deparﬁ-
ments with little or no minority attrition made but a single offer to
minority candidates in the course of sixty-six.ﬁearchQS and made léss "

<
use of those "informal" recruitment procedures that are most effective

:in finding'ﬁinority carididates, while those departments with high minority

attrition made over one~quarter of all offers to minority candidates and .

persisted in "informal" avenues of recruitment.
. 4
compliance has been achieved (i.e. operationally defined as a utilization

4
index greater than' or equal to zero), women and minority candidates were

It would appear that once

pursued only when a vacancy® was created by the loss of anotﬁef woman or
minority faculty member. Departments, Qhen, tended to single out a small

proportion of positions for allotment to women an ‘minorities, and once

these were filled,® to'abandon the pursuit of women and minority candidatés,.

F‘V

a neéardless of the number of positions that subsequently=become available.

L J
(Footnote:

}

In' the case of minority faculty, in particular, there is the

further problem of determining the availability pool upon which utiliza-

tion indexes are.calculated. Unlike academic women, no national organiza-

.

tién, €.Be the.National Research Council,,maiqtain data on the discibliﬁary

~

distribution of minority Ph.D. recipients. In current institutional prac-

S

on the ‘basis of annual Ph.D. conferrals by a handful of the most prestigious
research‘univérsitiesF-thus effectively excluding from their availability

»

estimates doétorates conferred by Howard University and other major pro-

ducerg.of black Ph.D.s. Current practices, thus, tend to‘underestimate the

availability pooi of minority candiﬁétés and, thus, indifectly contribute
-ofe

, - . ‘2 -
to inequities (Steele and Green, 1976)). - v, >

~6
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1f differential treatment of women and minority candidates is mani-
fest in the results of the hiring process, Steele and Green (1976). provide

additional evidence on the.pperation of differential treatment in the pro-

& v

eess of evaluating candidates itself, Follouing up on their study of hiring

decisions, they examined the hiring criteria that department chairpersons
applied to uiselected minority and white candidates. pecifically, they

examined the “importance assigned by department chairs to each of twenty- -

S

- five hiring criteria as well as ‘the ratings on each criterion ‘of unselected

candidates, For unselected minority candidates, the majority of correlations.

. . Q 5 ’ .
betweenﬂt&e rated importance of each criterion and the rating of each candi-

o

_date .on that criterion were negative, i.e. on those dimensions rated most

,

- important, minority candidates were rated lowest, while on those dimensions

viewed as ldgs'important, minority candidates were rated higher, T%is was

. emphaticafly not the case with unselected white candidates. It would appear

‘

~

that the standing of unselected minority candidates on.these hiring crité&ggLET\

v N

cﬁanged thﬁ importance assigned to thesewcriteria so as to emphasize candi-

et » o
ﬁﬁtes liabilities and underplay their assets. (Footnote: It should be

-

-

‘l

* noted that these~findings areAbased on the responses of only five department

. ®

ing rather than an actual bias operating during the hiring process)

Less dixectly, the differential evaluationm of faculty’candidates based

El

. o sex and/or race is reflected.in several content analyses of letters of

refe\ence written-on behalf of job candidates. - Hof fmat (1?72) in a study

-4 a‘(

of letters of référence prepared by members of the Modern Language Kssociation,

%gétected‘blatant sexism in the references to physical égpfarance, marital/

4 .

. i s . )
parental status, sexual preference, participation in the women's movement or

-~
'

chairpersons and mgy, in fact, reflect defensiveness'at the line of question- )

o }’«\‘

<
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S « . -
- .

womens studies that -found their way into letters written in behalf of .

-

women candidates but not those written in behalf of men. Guillemin,

’ °

Holstrom, and Garuin (1979) in a conten&}analysis of letters of referéﬁéq

written on behalf of candidates for a junior position in sociology at a

northeastern university uncovered sex differé@nces.in the appraisal of
e : S . . -

career performance and potential: Female candidates were legs often .
- ; ©
describéd as "capable of serious work," and were more frequently referred
. 8

to as "students" rather than "faculty"' the letters written on behalf of
%
females made fewer references to "intellect" and contained fewer super-

latives, While these letters, to be sure, directly reflect the yalues/ <

[y

orientations of the writers rather than the employers, we Can assume that- -~ ©

\ 2 . A
referees are attending to those characteristics they believe are of interest

to employers, i.e.,.they are writing for an audience as they perﬁgive it.

Not only do academics attend to different characteristics in evalua-

[ - N
’

ting women and minority group candidates for academic employment, there is
even some evidemce that the ascriptive characteristics of sex and/or race.

effect the evaluation of scholarly work itself. Goldberg (1968) asked col-.

%

lege.students to rate pairs of scholarly articles, differiné in the sex of

F

., . - . . K- =3
~ the -author. Fully 80 percent of the comparisons favored male authors. And

~ * A -/

oo T . i
that favorable bias tended .to be exacerbated in judging scholarly work in
the traditionally q;qpuliné‘fields, e.g. law, linguistics, and city planning..

Saiary Discriminatﬂoﬁ. Differgﬁtial treatment accorded .in the hiring pfocess

appears to extend "into the actual work éituacionvqg well--most notably in
“the area of salary. We have already noted that academic women as a group .

earn about 20 percent less than male academics, In an effort ‘to determire

A

. vhether salary dispggities are attributable to sex diserimination or other

o
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sl
factors, investigators have sought to gontroi predictor variables other
than sex that might explain salary differ?nces. Specifically, they have -
developéd separate regression equations to predict male and female salaries.
?olléctively, the findings of these studies suggesf:
. 1. Controlling for academié rank, ,research productivity, and
experience; academic women still earn consiaerabiy less

¢

than men (Bayer and Astin, 1975); °

N e

. The salaries of male academics are more "predictable%zth;
.that o£ female academics. Tuckman (1956) was able to aecZEgh
for 55 percent of the vgfiance in male faculty;sglaries but
only 32 perEent of the variance in the salaries of'akademic
women. Similarly, Bayer and Astin (1975) were ablé to «account
for neéfly haif the variance in male faculty salaries as

. gompared with nearly 10 pércqnt of the variance for academic

Qomeh. It would appéar that more "intangible" factors are
« ' operating “in the salary ‘determination brocegs for women; -
3. While in 196?, there was‘a h%gh degree of similarity in the

predictors for male and female faculty, by 1973 considerable

male-female differegces'in salary determinants were emerging

t e o

(Bayer and Astin, 1975). -These findings stiggest that the .

criteria for salary determination may be in’the process of

.~

change or reallignment or that they are not being uniformally

o applied to men and women. Table 6 below, based iargely on

minants that' show differential impacts on academic méﬁ and

women

Tuckman's (1976).analysis, highlights the major salary deter-
- ®
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TABLE 6

b
v
<

Differentials in the Salary Determinants for '

Male and Female Faculty °* B s

Research productivity--1969: . Males received a higher return

»

_on publication (Bayer and Astin, 1975)

1973: Females receive a higher return for article puhlication-

.

(Tuckman, 1976).

Ed 3 4 '
Career age/experience--females receive a lower return for

>

experience than males (Tuckman, 1976).
Public service/administratioh--males receive a 100 percent

higher return on public service activities and a SO/pe/rcent
higher return on administrative activities.

Prestige of institutional affiliation--higher return'to males
than females (Tuckman, 1976). '

Field--male-female disparity highest in the professions and

lowest in natural sciences/engineering.

Highest degree--Ph D. brings significantly higher return to
females (Bayer and Astin, 1975; Tuckman 19763

Ph.D. prestige-significantly more importanf prédictor for
males thdn females (Bayer and Aatin,:l9755.
these‘differencéa mean? ‘An examination of Table 6 ‘suggests
are most rewarded in ghe(greaa:of'their relative wggiiess.

academics are half. as likely as their male colleagues to hold

for|po§session of a doctorate, publication, and for choosingA

the natural sciences as a career. ,Males, ont the other hand are rewarded

* most heavily in precisely those areas of their greatest comparative strength

Y ~ R ‘

+ - -
=21 , —

rce in the natural sciences, they

vt
Ene
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vis ‘a-vis academic women: They are more likely to publish, discharge
: o/

administrative responsibilities, engage in public service, and they receivé
ia premium over academic women'for'so doing. ~Similarly, they are more likely
vto be married and affiliated with*more prestigious institutions; and receive
a premium oyer academic women for so doihg, It would seem fair to conclude,
then, that current academic compensation practiceS/{an to recognize male
strengths and female weaknesses, i.e. they are defined in terms of male
strengths.

Discrimination and the Allocation of Other Rewards: Academic Women. - In

-

terms of the likelihood of gaining an appo?ntment.at a prestigious uni-
versity, six out of seven investigators (Ressi, 1970; Morlock, l9Z3;°Cole
and Cole; 1973; M. Patterson, 1971; Baldridge, et al 1978; Cole and
Cole, 1979) ‘reported that academic yomen were\significa&&&y less likely‘than
academic‘men to be at "top" departments (however "top" might be measured),.
-even after controlling for highest d;gree, Ph.D. prestige (Morlock, 1973)

and for’ research productivity (Cole and Cé¢e 1973 and 1979) ‘Patterns of
disciplinary differences did, however, emerge: Females tended to do better

in some fields, e.g., soclology. and biology, than in others, e.g., chemistry
and psychology (Cole and Cole, 1973 and 1979 Rossi, 1970) Moreover, the
evidence presented by Cartter <l975) suggests that by, the mid-1970s academic
women had begun to do better at the enzry level, The sole discrepant findings
reported™by Menninger and Rose (l978), may indeed.be attributable to this shift .
at the entry legel't Their data, collected in 1976 is the most current auail- )
able and. may merely refdect this entry level shift, Their discordant note |

may also, however be a function of their failure to, distinguish between women

in faculty positions and those in research and/or other professional positions._

_ 32 .

-




ot " - . ‘ =25~ *

.
7 e
<

Their findings may thus reflect a concentration-of females in the least

a N -

- . prestigious jobs (poétdoctora} and/or research associate positions) at thg

more prestigious institutions.

In the matter of rank, receipt of prqfe551onal honors, and reputa-

* -~ tional standing (visihility and perceived quality of work), sex appears to

be significantly less of a disadvantage. Bayer and Astin (1975) reported
.t . < . .
a3 small significant sex effect on the attainment of higher rank (partial

_correlation in the neighborhood of :15)y Cole'and Cole (1973 and 1979)

found that females were only slightly less likely to receive professional
honors, although the magnitude of the di§advant§ge varied considerably by

N
discipline (from none in bij}ggavto a‘partial cprrelation of 0,19 in chem-
istry) They further reported only the most minor independent effect &

(F
reputationsl standing (beta equals -.05). 1In both the receipt of honors

' A
and reputational standing, the lion share of any sex effects proved attri-
. mbutable to male-female differences'in researchvproductibity. The clear

D
.

. and large disadvantage of sexim matters of compensation, then, remains,

albeit less strongly, in matters of promotion, and virtually disappears -in

the allocation of professional honors and the recognition of one's peers,

-

Discrimination and the Allocatign of-Rewards: Blagk Faculty. No multi-

] ~ . i < «

R variate analyses of the impact of race on promotion and the distrjbution of

t -

s professional honore and recognition are availablg.. The analxgis'of the

1 , ) - .
impact of race on compensation (v. supra) suggests that in matters of -

l

* salary, racial/ethnic minority status is con iderably less of a disadvan-
. ¢

| .
tage than sex. i 1
N . “ -

.
‘e Self Perceptions of Discrimination, Beyond the data on actual discrimina-
v * 2 . si : 1 . . ' _' .
.. v”""*tory behavior, there is the evidence provided by women and minorities
. - - ‘ o - , .

b
. *

s

o e e = e i

~
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themselves on their self;perceived status. In the‘iase of academic
. women, Berwald '(1962) and Crim (1978) reported a pervasive sense of limjited e

.Opportunity. ladd and Lipset (1978) uncovered significant sex differendes

. . in views concerning discrimination ag. opposed to perceptions of the current
. » o .
e status of academic women., While 90 percentﬁof both male gnd female faculty
t . . -4 ' -

.agreed that women scholars are proportionatély underrepresented in colleges

. , a . > . .
“and universities, fully two-thirds of the women agreed, and nearly 60 per- ;

cent of the men disagreed,.with a’ statement suggestinglthat appeals to the
\goncept of "merit" merely constituted a "smokescreen forbdiscrimination."

s

*While apparently conceding the obvious, ‘academic men are reluctant to attri-

* A

‘bute it to their own discriminatory behaviors %, .
) ) In the case of black faculty, the findings of Moore and Wagstaff (1974), -

a - .

o and Rafky (1972) suggests that a large proportion-of blac&’academics in pre-
dominately white colleges and universities feel that blgcks are sometimes

"excluded" and discriminatéd against, even if they are&Well qualified .The
h S
perceptions of discrimination however appear to Be mediated by institu-

‘

ot ) tional type, age, and faculty qualifications. Rafky (19721 found perceptions

of discrimination to be highest among ,the least qualified faculty and among
A\ e
78 faculty at lower quality strata institutions, and correqundingly lowest among

the best qualified faculty and faculty at.higher tier institutions (among which
- - ’ °' . ks ’ .
younger faculty are disproportionately represented). And indeed, Elmore and

\ i ) s - .

\\\\\ Blackburn (1980) found an overall~perception of equity among their sample of

SG ‘well qualified and well located black faculty at the big ten universitids--
& . . ) -l ’ . N

. furthet evidence of thé relatively advantageGus position that highly‘pro—

Y

. . . ' |
ductive black faculty began to find themselves in in the early and mid-1970s.

o
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By way of summary, what caé be'said of;tne,case.ior'overt discrimi-
nation? In the first place, the evidenc;?c arly suggests overt,discri-. -
mination in the hiring process in. so-far “as "tKFenism" (the designation
of a fé’ token siots reserved for women and minorities) operates and

\

) differential evaluation criteria are~appliedﬁto women and minority*can- :

didates, Although affirmative dctjon préssures appear to be moving women

>

and minority group'hiring:ratios in line with\availabfliey peols, newly

entering females appear to have.the edgedover racial/ethnic minorities--
Pl ) "v" .
if for no other reason than the “latter's uncertain' vailability pools,

Academic women are being subjected to clear and large inequities in com-

|
. . . v - Y

pensation, and to-a.lesser 'extent, in promotion, while they have achieved

near equity in the allocation of professional honors ‘and peen.recognition.

Black facdity, on the other hand, vhile&not s;bject to the‘same‘ﬂnequities~

in compensation, have not~been increasing in proportionate representation
‘. B < ‘

in the academic profession duridg the 19703. While the\objectiVe evidence

s . ’

and the séf% reports indicate a relatively advantageous position for the

.

.most productive black faculty, the average black faculty member at pre~

ta

dominately white institutions appear to’ be a relatively scarce commodity,

o o

concentrated in the lower ranks and decidedly isplgted. , N

-
:y [
: »

The Thesis of‘Performance Differentials s ¢ ‘

B
- ‘. rJ

While, then, a considerable portion of the current status'of academic'

' .
women and minorities is clearly attributable to overt discrimination, there

o . T
1

is considerable evidence as weli that their current status may be‘attribu-
\ >

.table to diffegences in the type of work performed and to.differential

«

levels of pexformance and productivity.

TR - - T

. - .
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Differences in Type of Wor& Performed.‘.Academié womén spend moreetime
teaching (Astin_and Baye®, 1972; P. Patterson, 1974; Simon and Rgsenthal,
1967; Centra, 1974; B. Freeman, 1977; Baldridge et al, 1978) and specifically,.
more time teachinglundergraduates (Bayer and Astin, 1972; Baldxidge et al,
1978) and less time teaching graduate students (Bayer and Astin, 19Z2;

B. Freegan, 1977; Baldridge eféai; 1978). (Footnote: The largest male-
female differences occur at the high‘end of the spectrum. Thus, while
male and female academics are about egg‘.b distributed at the low and mid-
range of the‘teachin% load continuum, academic women are mnch more likely
than men to be teaching more than nine hours--nearly two-thirds of the

women as compared to less than half of the men (Bayer and Astin, 1972;

B, Ereeman, 1977)). Their teaching is more concentrafea‘in small cldsseg,

-

while male professors are more likely to teach large lecture sections

(Bayer and Astin, 1972). Academic women Sp nd conc0mitantly less time

in research—-they spend about palf as much tZme in research (Baldridge et ‘al,
i928)'and are tsice as likely as males to.spend no time wnatever in research
(Esyert, 1971)~~and less time in administration--male faculty are nearl;
twice as likely to hold administrative positions (Centra, 1974). There is
some evidence of variation in the exteng‘of this work activities disparity by
.inscitutionak:type While Bayer\and»ﬁsfin (1972) reported that the differ-

" ences held firm across all work settings, B. Freeman (1977) found that male-

female differences were somewhat attenuated at the highest quality insti-

tutions, e.g. the resea universities (éijj‘:giﬂf¢’10 percent disparity).
This suggests that the dyerall male-femal® work activity disparity nay be a

, <
. function of the higher concentration of females in the less research oriented

* universities and comprehensive colleges.
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In the case of black faculty, Moore and Wagstaff (1974) report that

Al

(1) nearly two-thirds are limited in their teaching to undergraduates only

(2) nearly four-fifths spené\TS percent or lessjof their time in research

-

and (3) ﬁi&gi females tend to have*higﬁer teaching loads than black males

and spend very little time on research. When black and' white professors

° t

are compared directly, however, racial differences in the distribution of

work effort disappear. Rafky}s (1972): sample of black faculty in predomi-

nantly white universities was equally likely/ as a comparison group of white

I:aculty to report research and administrati n as their major activities;
&

and Elmore and Blackburn (1980) reported their samples of black and white

2

faculty at big ten universities to be about equal in time devoted to teach-

ing, research, and university service.
%

the role of ‘black faculty as student couhselbrs: Rafki (1972) found b

here .are conflicting findings on

faculty to be significantly ‘more ihvolved in student academic/personal
counseling than their white colleagues while -Elmore and Byackburn (1980),
did not. This may be a function of a more limited counseling role played
by black faculty at major research universities (Elmore and Blackburn, 1980);
or a function of a shift in the role of. the black professor over time-- as
) educational’opportunity oenters and other structures that provide servioes. -
‘ to minority students have ieveloped over the past decade, they may have

‘relieved black faculty‘of some of their student coonseling burden.
. {

Beyond teaching, research and administration women and minority faculty
appear to be less involved in off-campus professional activities, Cameron
(19781 reported that gcademic women were signiricantly legg likely than their

é}igmﬁale colleagues to have developed strong professional netﬁork ties; and Bayer

61973) founa academic ébhen less likely to‘sEEndxgime off campus in(professional

.

ae ‘ ) 3
A . .
. N N
) .




) ) .
activities. Morlock (1973), examining over thirty studies of faculty in

fourteen‘disciplines, reported that academic women were less likely to
participate in national meetings and to hold professional association
offices or journal editorships. Rafky (1972) reported similar findings
for black faculty at predominately white institutions.

This lowered off—campus professional participation is reflected in‘

patterns of colleagueship and collaboration. .Kaufman (1978) found that

A

academic women were significantly less likely than men to separate friend-
ship from colleagueship and tended to include in their colleague networks
¢

friends with whom they shared no proféssional interests. And this dis-

tinctively social concept of colleagueship is reflected in patterns of:

- » . ‘
- 2

colldboration in research and publication. Cameron (1978) found that while

« : »
academic women were asolikely as males to collabdrate on research, they

tended to limit their collaboration to a veryofea colleggues with whom

-

they worked more intemsively. Malesr on the other hand tended to work
with a much larger network of different collaborators, interacting on a

more4 task-specific basis. Thus, although females are.no more likely ‘than
o

males to be married to academics (Bayer, l973) females were more likely

/ s
to collaborate with their spouces—- a "primary" Qie. And when academic women
7 ®°
do collaborate with their male colleagues they tend to accept sec\hd

' authorship nearly two-thirds of the time (Wilkie and Allen (1975).

-

©

The picture that emerges of black faculty, based to be sure, on

] .

1imited evidence, is one of relative isolation from their white colleagues

_and the s‘arch for professional and social support from other blacks.,

While the collaboration rate of black faculty approaches the norm (over one-

half had not co~authored publications with colleagues, Moore and, Wagstaff,

X "

$
. %
o 8 ‘
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_ consulting, with the disparities greatest at the university'levgll Elmore
* , \ >

L4
*

(1974), Middleton's (19781 findings suggest that the naéure of that collabo-
ration is rather distinctive: Many black faculty tend to look to a differ-
ent set of colleagu;s Leyond\their department, i.e. other black faculty.iq
the same or related fields who Effecfively éarm a "black netwgrk:" And
tpfse finding§ are th;ed byAthése éf Anderson's (1979) cage study of
faculty ét ; méjor”publ;c reséarcﬂ university. 1 . . .
In the afea of paid consulting, academic.women appear to be at a
greater disadvantage tha; black faculty. Bayer (1973) found that womén

o>

scholars were only two-thirds as likely as men to have engaged in paid .

and Blackburn (1980), on the other hand,‘found no significant differencgs
' ¥ ]

in consulting among black and white facu;éy at the-university level., - o

&

_ tutions by as much as two or three to ome (Fulton, 1975; Ladd and Lipset,

Differences in Research Productivity and Pexrformance: ‘Academic Women., Female

¢

academics are mot only significantly different from their male colleagues - ‘°~&

. in what they'ao, but in how productivé théy are in their work, Thgkfeéults‘

<.

of some two dozen studies

. P . / N . L
in the last decade provide overwhelming evidence .
[« L . '

a

thaf‘paleé outpublishéfiﬁzles across all types and quality strata of insti-.

N

1976; Baldridge et al, 1978; Hall and’ Blackbura, 1978). Whether focusing,, -

on cumulative production or publication rate, one dominant pattern emerges = Lo

[

again and again (Astin;fl973; Centra, 1974; Weid&ap and We;dman,/i97 H

.Fulton, 1975; B. Freemén,.l977;:Astin, 1978; Cameron, 1978 and 1981): Men

i J

afe signific;ntl? overrepresented at the highest levels:of productivity

(i:é;, a siéni%&épntlyahigher'percentage gf academic mEn\publish prolifically);
females a;e‘dispr;porti;;ately r;presented.at the lowest productivity levels
(i.et acad;mic women are disproportionatelygfound émong‘pon-publishers);

1 . *
% . R P
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- academic women are either similar to (Astin 1973, Centra 1974; Weidman and

Weidman l97 ‘B. Freeman 1977), or significantly higher than (Fulton
1975‘ Astin, 1978; CLmeron 1978}, males in their proportionate repre—

¢ ‘gentation among moderat; level publishers.. Thus, while academic women -are

signifigantly‘more likely .not to engage in publication;~when they do, they

_are more likely\to be moderate rather than prolific in their publications.

A sizeable portion‘of this publication disparity seems to be attri-
fﬁ”“quﬁfutable to academic women's "weaker" position on a cofistellation of corre-~

.lates of research productivity: They are less likely ko at the higher

'quality strata,institutions anduat research universities, lgsé 1ikel; to be

. \ ‘ : \ .
. - i found in the‘higher ranks, less likely tdbe found in the most productive
\ 'disciplines (e, g. the natural sciences) Although, most studies control for
‘.one or more of these faetors and none controls for all of them, there
- ,>\ nonetheless remains soggigﬁhd of residual independént sex effegt-ian
: effect that varies considerably from study to study (depending, in parta ‘
“on the number of control -variables examined). Controlling for only one ’
TN e

S el or'EGo'of”?ﬁésé“;TEEdE“EZEcIEI'EB?EéIQE1ons of a magnitude”ofnaj35 (e.g
P R ‘ ‘v 4 )
Cole and Cole, 1973 and 1979 controlling for institutional type and quality).

’,\_///gimultaneously controlling for most in a multiple regression analysis yields

’

L1

While the male-female publication disparity, then,.tends to withstand

* the scrutiny of multivariate analysis, 1t .does show marked fluctuatibn--

4

.«awuwst notably, by discipline. The disparity is loWest in’ the natural sciences

s o e - - -

<

(Folger Astin; and Bayer ¥1970) and in some of the social science disciplines,
#e . - .
' especiallyWBOciology (Cole and$Cole 1979). 1Indeed, examining publication

. Cm

‘rate,_Fulton (1975) found that'the:proportion of proiific publishers among

o 4 -

‘ e -{\’ ‘ - ‘ .~ O 4‘0 s ., . o_\ ‘L“—f‘f”‘w . R
. r’. 0,% ) . A ‘ . ' . teow . B ll

*  beta'weights of a magnitude of 0 10 (Hall and Blackburn 1978) ' ' b
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women in the natural and social sciences was fully two times higher than

that for the sample as a whiole, - And Centra (1974) reported ai;osg no dis-*

pari;§ in cumulative ﬁublica;ion among physical and biological® science

doctorates.

.Several studies have further documented fluctuation in the disparity—

over the course of the academic career:

The initial disparity.is small,

but begins to. measureably widen about five-ten years after receipt of the

doctorate (Converse and Converse, 1971;

Cole and Cole, 1973; Centra, 1974);

. and that attenuated mid-career disparity appears alternatively to narrow
. ' ! 4

By‘about the twentieth year after receipt of the Ph,D, . (Converse, and *

' Converée,,léjl; Centra, '1974) or to steady out (Cole and Cole, 1973;
Centrgg 1974) depending on the type of institution with which a faculty : -

' member i's affiliated (Centra detectgd a

*

narrowing among college fadulty, -

and a "steadying out"'among university faculty) or their disciplinary-affili-

Lol . -
ation (Cole and Cole's sample of matural scientists displayed a "'steadying

N

out' pattérn),

’

The pattern of-a '"narrowing" disparity over the course of

the écademfc>éarééfhié“réflected (in combination with a "gelection™ factor),

to some extent, in the finding of a significant rank effect, Fulton (1975),

*

3

and Astin, (1978), in‘'a ‘secondary analysis of the 1969 Carnegie-American

& N N v
Council on Education Faculty Suryey, found the publication disparity

declin;ﬁg as faculty ascended the'heirarchy of academic ranks: With

increasing rank, the prépaft;og of female '"inactives" declined, approaching

. W

parity with males at the full professor

level; while Ehe proportion of mod- -

erate fgﬁale publishef; substanﬁiailydipcreésed (there was, however, no sub-

¥
L 3

prolificness). . ' -

stantial reductioﬁ in therdisparity-at the highest levels of publication

-




‘ females'in her sample in tﬁg proportion receiving one or more grants and

R. Freeman, 1978) found}7/33ttern of black-white’ disparity in publication

~34-

Thé disparity in publication productivity is replicated in women

<

academic's performance in “orantsmanship" (grantpersonship). Simon

3 -
¥nd Rosenthal (1967), Bayer (1973), and Ladd and Lipset (1978) found

académic women significantly less liRely to receive research grants \ ) <

‘across all types of institutions; Moreoyer,-when they,do, they are

. less likely than their male colleagues to be principal investigators. vi

. s el

Bayer (1973) found that while one-third of the female academics in his
sample had received some grant, only about one-eighth of the sample were
“serving as -principal investigators compared to nearly one-third of the

‘men.‘liFootnotei ' Cameron (1978) found virtual parity between males and

L0
(SN

. ® N ‘. . . -
in the average number of grants received over a three year period. Her

*findings may reflect the effort of federal agencies during the latter
half of the 1970s to be more self-consciously "evenhanded" in their
-distribution of grant funds. . Or, theirmfindings may merely reflect tne
exclusion oflféculty‘in the natural sciences from her sample--that group . |
who are most likely to receiveé grants and who are simultaneously least
likely “to count atademic women among their ranks)

Dif ferences in. Research Productiviﬂy and Performance- Black Faculty, .
Three of the four available studies (Rafky, l972 Moore and Wagstaff, 1974; kT.

pr;&gctivity similar 6 that between male and female faculty. Rafky (1972)
< . %
found that black faculty in predominately white colleges and universities ,‘

were significantly more likely to be "non-producers and significantly less

likely to be "high producers” -- while about equally likely as white faculty

[ . . . N
to be "moderate" pubdighérs. ‘And R. Freeman!s (1978) secondary analysis of:

- . 4& o ) | S | %~\;
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the 1969 andxl972-73 Carnegie-American Council on Education Faculty Survey

7

data found that white faculty ontpublished black faculty by a ratio of | ,
two to-one when faculty at the black colIeges‘were excluded. The sole
. discrepant findings are advanced by Elmore and Blackburn (1980) who Found R
' no significant productivity differences between black and white faculty at
the big ten.universitiee. The faildée to find a significant difference may g?
/K/,;y be an artifact of‘their relatively small sanple size (eighty-one black and
ninety-two white faculty), or, alternatively, it may reflect the increased
demand for highly prodnctive black faculty noted‘bi R. Freenan (l§78) in
.. the early and mid-70s ;no were then "selected" to the big ten nniversities.

The Teaching Effectiveness of Academic Women. If acadgmic women are less

\3

: i involvéd and less prodgctiVe inlresearch, in the area in which they focus - fg

the lion share of their effort--teaching-~they appear ‘to be no more effec- - ,
. . : ¢ '

ti&e overall than their male colleagues. Among.a dozen studies that examine c“_

the relationship of instructor's sex to student ratings of teachiing efféctive-~
: X 14 '
ness, five reborted ne significant differences (Choy, 1969; Katz, 1971;
) . g
rFerber and Loeb l973 ‘Ferber and Huber, 197 ; Barnett and Littlepage, 1979).

-

Four,additional studies yield non—significant findings overall‘ however,

they report. significant differences either (1) on only a few teacher rating

Vaw

instrument items or €2) for certain disciplines and not others. No clear

pattern emerges from the items that do yield significant sex differences.
¢ ‘, . . 3 N

And only ome item yielded significant differences in more than one studyi'
, Both.Wilson and Doyle (1976) and Elmore and LaPointe (l974-l975) found that

male faculty were more highly rated in matters of 'clarity" of presentation
»

and speaking. A clear pattern does, however, emerge for disciplinary differ-

ences:, Female faculty were rated higher in the traditionally "female" ‘

-
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disciplines (e.g. home economics). and lower in the traditional masculine
disciplines'(e.g. engineering\andjagriculture) (Kajander, 1976; Eetber‘and
ﬁuter, l9; )+ It would be a mistake, howeuer, to overstate these differ-
ences for, while they ettain statlstical;significance, they are generally *
quite smq}lnand explainlby tnémselves only very minute portions of the
vatiance_in teaching effectiveness ratings., <

lhet aeademic women are.not rated getter teachers overall may none-
theless mask their'patticular effigacy with seme\groups of students.
Tidball (1979) and others have suggeste# that female facuLty.are paglicu-

larly effective as "role models" for female students. ‘It may be, then,

~

‘that they are more effective teachers for female;students. This hypothe-

i

sis has been tested in -several recent studies of the interaction effect of

instructor x student sex on teaching-effectiveness ratings. WHile thrée out

of five studies show no significant interaction ‘(Elmore and LaPointe 1974 \fﬂ
and 1975 Wilson and Doyle, 1976), two of the five studies do. Ferber’ and
Huber (197 l, in a study of faculty of the University of Illinois, found that

whilé male faculty were similarly rated by male and female students, female

. students tended to rate femalg faculty “much higher than male students rdted

these same faculty, and significantly higher than they rated male faculty.

These findings are corroborated by Mackie (1976) in a study of student ratings
'

at the University of Calgary. They are, however, difficult to interpret.

.

The negative evidence (Elmore and LaPointe, 1974 and 1975; Wilson‘and Doyle,

N~

1976) "is. furnished by studies'df faculty in the humanities and social sciences,

while-the positive evidence (Mackie and Ferber and Huber) is furnished by

studies of faeulty in home economic§:’agriculture, physical education and

sociology. The “peculiar" efficacy qf“female faculty for female students

i
£
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may therefore,var& considerably By discipline,. Moreover the generli-

zability~of the findings of all of these studies is clouded by the non-
random sampling jof faculty Qithin sek éroups (they simpl& use ‘'all avail-

. * - ' .
able courses that’have both male and female instructors). The male and

female faculty evaluated can in no way be viewed as répresentative of male -~

and female faculty even at the single universities from which the course

“evaluations were drawn. And, finally, exgept for Wilson‘and Doyle, none

of the studies control for course level, instructor rank, format, content

" area--all variables beyond sex that may be effecting student ratings in

unpredictable ways. It would appear that, at least at thig point in.time,

* »

no robust inferences can be. made.

.
» - g . .

. . X )
\ - . . RS

’ . . ’

How weginterpret these performance differentials——whether they can be
s

seen to justify the differential‘stgtus of women and minorities in Academe--*

depends to what we choose to attribute them,- To the extent that they result

from the free choice of participants according to their_preferences (these

. ¢
$references, to be sure, may be influenced by differential socialization),

then7berformance differentials'may indeed justify differential treatment

(provided, of course, we are willing to accept the biases of the extant aca-

a

. demic reward system).’ To the extent, however, that they are’-attributable to

inequitabie'training opportunities,or‘to externally imposed constraints on

., -the academic cﬁreer:§then performance differentials may merely mifror‘

= ) '
inequities-in the larger society. We therefore turn now to an examination -

‘of the evidence bearing on the\sources of women and minorities performance

1

> di fferentials., ~
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The Thesis-of Cheice t . ©t <;\\k . o
Jessie Bernmard (1964) was among the first students of} academic women

¢ . . » .
to suggest that their status within Academe was, to a/cohsiderable'extent,
. . s N ,
, a mattér of choice. Women, she claimed, by.virtue of their prior sociali-

zation, were more oriented to the "teacher" versas the "man-of-knowledge"
\‘ . : - .
role, to the socio-emofional (nurturant) aspects of working with students
o .

‘rather than the cerebral, competitive tasks of research. And,-to a consid-
- . hv& - N

erable extent, she agrgued that it was these differences in orientation that

¢ [N

LY
. lead female faculty to choose less rewarded academlc.activities and self.

Q

] select\uhemselves to those types of acadeﬂic institutions’ (teachtng-oriented

\ ©
+ .

5 colleges) that permitted them to most freely pursue their preferences.
To' what exteht does.the evidenée support this position of inherent. -,

: male~female differences in orientation and activity preferences résulting <

NN from prior social}zation? Perhaps the strongest evidence is provided by |
— . « LI 1
. the sizeable sex differentials in the goals faculty ascribe to their under-
graduate teaching. _In the 1972-1973 American Council on Education Faculty "

. N

) Survey, 20 percent more- females than males endorsed student emptional
development, heIpingrstudeﬁts achieve deeper levels of self-understaanding,
. o ) 9

a

and preparation of students for family living as'goals of their undergraduate

teaching; 10 percent more femaleB than males endorsed development of moral

e character, development of: responsible citizens, conveying a basic appre: ‘e,

2

ciation of the liberal arts, and provision of~ the local community wi%h skilled

human resources as goals of their under aduate teaching. These sex differ-

is somewhat attenuated Moreover,

~ 3

.e
4
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- across institutional types at the same level of magnitude (although absolute
" percentages are slightly -lower at the uniyersities). It would ap;ear, then,
that these sex differences persist regardless of insitutional context

’ - '
‘and ‘cannot be "ascribed to differences in.the distribution of academic

- ‘ vomen over institutional types (f:e. their preponderance "in the more

¥

teacbing-orieftef_instisstions). . ’

The

"peculiar"

s . -

Al

-

orientation of women academics as a group is further

. reflected in their tendency to endorse teaching effectiveness, rather\than.

publications, as the primary basis for promotion (Bayer, l973

Tidball 1976

‘ A

\ Ladd and Lipset, 1978). L'Indeed it is academic women in the universities

o, ttho -are nearly ‘twice as likely as the sample as a whole to endorse teaching .

.

effectiveness over publications as a basis for oromotion, sgggesting’that-

[

female faculty feel even more strongly about the impbrtancevof teaching

. ~

) effectivéness at those institutions where it is most, challenged by the

&

research ethic (Bayer, 1973). It is not surprising, then, that female fac-

' ulty as‘a group proclaim themselves more-oriented to teaching than research

.

to Ladd and Lipset (1978) found that ll percent fewer academic women than men .

oy

indicated a primary.interest in research. Even among the youngest age

DI .' . - S > ’ @
e ' cohorts,. while the absolute proportion preferring research rose slightly;

fully 15 percent fewer women than men indicated a oreference for research.

. b )
. And these sex dﬂfferentes in research orientation held across institdtional

&, quality strata and with the exception of faculty in the social sciences,

- «~ , across-academic fields. (Footnote: The greater orientation toward research

otf

among female social scientistsﬁmay<be related to the -fact tha& they also turn

s . . <

- ‘ out to be much more committed to .the ideology of the women's liberation movement _
- . " . e ' . ' <,
. ¢ <+ than their cqlleagues in.otheréfields.a'Perhaps,as a result, they have a#so
5 , . . - . ! v,
. ) : .

. e
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ns, which have been reflected

~

in the.preference of female academics for the less competitive person-related

Moreover, even among those female

rejected other traditional feminine orie

teaching role (Ladd and Lipset, 1978)).
faculty who are more researclf oriented, we find significant sex differences
in the character of the research they undertake, Acadeﬁicﬁ&mmn were

research and sig-

1]

Csignificantly less likely to undertake 'pure/basic"

nificantly more likely, to pursue "literary or expre$sive" (Bayer, 1973)

.. or 'soft/qualatative" (Ladd and Lipsetg 1976) approaches.—-And it is 0

. tation is consiﬁgiably sparser than that for sex.

= et

-

the pure or basic resedr orientation that is most sjignificantly associated

Y . . 3

«with high research pro tivity (Astin, 1978). "

7

The evidence support ng racial/ethnic diff rences in teaching orien-
While Hayden's (l978)

of the educational goals of minority faculty in black colleges and s
L G .
ve bfa&k studies programs draws no direct comparisons with white faculty, T
her findings ‘do suggest racial/ethnic differences in the nature of faculty
These black faculcy-rated(as least important the goal
oi_“assimilating the student into the ggginant culture,” while they h;:;tily

o

educational goals.,

endorsed goals §uch as "preparing the student to help promote an economje

system that is cooperative rather than competitive," '"developing a.com-

°

mitment ‘to sexve the black community," "fostering racial solidarity," and :

enhancing the self-conceptoof the student” While it i%‘not clear to -~ .
vhat extent black faculty at predominantly whité institutions outside of’

black studies would support these latter goals, it does seem falr to con-
clude that a significant group‘of‘black faculty_orient their teaching
activity to goals' that would not be of the highest priority to\majority

male faculty,

. . . » F
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' ‘earlier discussdon of the status of academic women (v. page 5), we noted
. © \

* « e -

resented among faculty in the natural sciences and. in the iore quantitative

f of all female

B

faculty were teaching in

. A
\)

s. library sciénce,“health related profes- »

\ \

the performing afts, educ

sions, and English‘and moderm,|languages. While the proportion of females

-

e

percent tq nearly 45 p

National,Center for Education Statistiecs, 1979), changes in pattern of

I « 5

o ’ ° s v . — .
"segregation? by discipline thave \been onf& slight in comparison., While
. 4‘ (( » . d R
‘ ML SN N . . RP . '
female graduate? students wete by 1 77 increasingly drawn to law, economics‘\
\

. e o - ’
and the physical sciences| (chemistry rather théﬁ physics), their represen-~

. . : £ .
tation among graduate stmdents ‘in enéineering was actually .declining, and

. g * - )
in agriculture/iflatural resources, they continued to be heavily concentrated
N . s ' . -

1
oreover,. women continued to constitute a majority.
. N »

in the "food sciences,” .

of thezgraduate students ip education, the héalth professions, English,

& N
foreign languages, and library science (Ladd and Lipset, 1978; National -
Center for Edﬁcationq¥ Stdtistics, 1979), These continued sex-related

¢ o N
variations do not appear to

§ graduate school admissions at the-Universit; of California at Berkeley,

esylt from admissions barriers. 4 study of

cited by Ladd and Lipset (197B), revealed that women tended to apply to

departments with a high .rat

did not require mathematiéa
4 ¢ ]

~
3 »

‘of applicants to places, largely those that

préparation. As the authors of\tﬁe study

&
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<

. graduade studdut enrollment during' the decade of the 1970s. By 1977, -

hhd

- 9 *
pointed out: '"Women -are shunted by their socialization and education

toward fields ‘of graduate study that are generally more crowded, less pro-

~

ductive of completed degreeé, and less well- funded, and that frequently

offer poor professional employment prospects" ( ).
1 A
Black graduate gtudent enrollments display a similar pattern to'that '

0

of women--except that there has péen no appreciable swelk}ng of black .

v Lo v

\

blacks continued to”copstitute onl?;ﬁ?out 3 percent of all Ph.D. recipients ;/‘

an& cbntinged to "segregate" themsélQes into a few fields: education, a’few -

of the social sciences and humanities (National Center for éducétional Sta~

tistics, 1979). * N 4 N
' gbne final note on the i;sue of sex and race related differences in

facﬁlty oriertation to coopgrati;n versus competition. While we have no

direct evidence on the attitudes, of women and black faculty toward compe-

tition, "several studies offer suggestive findings. Bayer (1973) soliEitqd

faculty perceptions of their relative career success compared to male and

- female colleagues in their field with comparable training, He found that

while male faculties perception of their career success was largely inde-~

Rendedt of tbe sex of their comparison group, female faculties perception-

e

were not, i.e., female faculty tended to compare themselves favorably with
their female colleagues, but much Iess favorably with their male colleagugg.’

While these sex differences may merely reflect the reality that males are

more likely than females to receive the tangible rewards (e.g. promotion,

 affiliation with a prestigioustinstitdtioh, and higher salaries) associated
' . . -

A

uiEh career;fggsgss, they may-also reflect a disinclination on the part of
. e

~

" women academics to "compete” with their male co‘lleagues.‘@ Middleton (1978).

-

<

P
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reported that some young black faculty had 'become discouraged by the

‘ pressures of working in white institutions and voluntarily have gone back

A4

to black colleges or left higher education altogether." To what extent
such withdrawal represents a response to the harsh economic realities of

the academic profession during the late 1970s or a more general disincli-"

. - . . ’ - BTl ’
| f nation toward the competition for prowotion and tenure is not clear.

4
.

Female faculty defy the law of the positivé influence of sodial class

on academic careers: That is, higher socio-economic background tegds to be

- 2 R .

associated with attendance at more prestigious baccalaureate and gra&uate

-

iﬁsgitutions whicﬁ“is, in turn, associated with more favorable placement in

the academic stratification system (v, Crane, 1969 and Studies of the Impact

’

of Ph.,D. Prestige on the Prestige 1 Institutional Affiliation). They have
historically come to an academic career from higher socio-economic back-

. grodnds than male academics (Bernard, 1964;_Astin, 1969) and continue to do

[N
L] .

'so (Strober, 1975; B. Freeman, 1977; Ladd and Lipéet, 1979)~-indeed, younger

female faculty come from the most privileged badkgrounds in the entire pro-

-

fession; and &ét, they have been unable to translate the advantages of their

A

background into status within the academic profession.
What intervenes’between,socio-economic origin and career entry to atten-

uate the effect of socio-economic origin? éince academic women do not differ

¢

appreciably from their male colleagues in the prestige of their baccalaureate
or, gréduate institutions, thé most obvious factor appears to be sex-related
differences in the attainment of the doctorate. Through the early 1970s,

. RN =~ .
academic women have been. about half as ljikely as their male colleagues to

. hold the Ph,D. .(Eckert, 1971; Bayer, 1973; Morlock, 1973; Kane; 1976;
@;‘ e , ) . // . - _ - - .

. . Differences in' Training add Educational Bagkgzpﬁnd e :‘

~

~
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Baldridge et al, 1978); and possession of the doctorate is importantly asso-~
hd i - v
ciated with teaching in universities rather than colleges, publication, and -

salary and.promotion ( Blau, 1973; F nkelstein, 1978 _ - :

). However, ifimale-female differences in attainment .

- -

of the doctorate was the major determinant of male-female status disparities,

ne would expect non-Ph, D. males' to be as bad off as non-Ph. D. females--and

a

- .the American Council\on Education 1972 1973 Faculty Survey corroborate this

’finding: Male faculty w\vhout the Ph.D.--some 25 percent ‘of the male faculty
. sample--were distributﬁd nearly evenly over the ranks of assistant,asso-

ciate, and full professor, while nqn-doctorate females--just over half tne

8 b

sample of .academic women--were -héavil
. ", : N

. level, These data, no doubt, overestimat\

3

clustered at the assistant professor .

the sex effect since they do not

take career age (years of experience) into count--tht proportion of aca-

demic women in the "under thirty" age category s nearly twice that for aca-
t' ES . *
demic men and one would expect this entry-level .ghoup to.be clustered at the

- . [N H

lower ranks, Overall, however, the age and experienge distribution of male,

~aprofession) ; so that the disadvantage of the academic wome appears to persist, o

- il irreSpective of the terminal degree igsue.

i

tribute to the relative disadvantage of academic women’ There\is evidence of

t
t

. ' N
- sex-related inequities in several components of graduate trainin%\xhat S

v - °

} s

s Q . - s 52’ ) " & o, -
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investigators have found to be associated with later performance and career

success (Crane, 197 ; Cameron, 1978 and 1980).' Graduate assistantships in

teaching and research provide an opportunity to work closely with.a’faculty"

member oufside the classroom; and,

.t

especially in the latter case, provide

Fe

an’ opportunity for the development “of research skills and for early pub-

lication (the major determinant of later career publicatibn productivity--

\ N [y [y

ment of a "mentoring" relatiﬁnsh

°

as sponsor in the early sta of an academic career--a critical factor in

demic positions (Cameron, 1978; Blackburn,

Chapman, and'C

tutions were only half as likely as men to have held resea¥ch assistant-

- v -~ 5

ships and two-thirds as likely as -men to have held teaching‘assistantships

(Bayer, 1973; Centra, 1974; Strober, 1975; ¥, Freeman, 1977). Moreover,

- .0

both Sell” (1974) and B. Freeman (1977) found .that academic women at research

- L

universities. were significantly‘less likely to report' having a faculty spon-

sor’.in graduate schoola, That,likelihood however, varied considerably by
l

discipline--with the dispariuy approaching zero in the case of social

— P
.

science faculty, that very group which shows no sex-related disparity in

. _ o
research orientatidn and productivity (Ladd and Lipset; 1979).

»

There is at least one s gn that the gap may be narrowingt Cameron .
(1978) in a 1977 study'unco ered“no‘sexarelated-differences in graduate

school sponsorship. Her negative findings may be attributable to particulars

«} ¢

of sample«si;e and compositLon° The small sample size would require very

large disgﬁritiea tp attal

L

statistical significance and the preponderance

. Lo

- "3"’)\'
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of social science faculty would tend to narrow any sex-related disparities,
They may also, however,be attributable to changing attitudes and practices
. ° . ¢ ) . -
Cameron collected her data fully five years after

r
Sell and Freeman, following a period which saw both increasing pressures

in graduate education:

for affirmative action and a riséggz female graduate school enrollments.

Nonetheless, for most current female faculty, trained in the first half of
the 1970s or earlier§he eyidence suggests seklrelated differentials in
training opportunitiedﬁirecisely in those aspects of graduate education’

- "'W;g

with initiai ieb placement and later productivity.

."\\

beyond any sex differences in the likelihood -of Ph.D. attainment,
/\

associated And, all of

this quite

’

(Footnote: The issue remains, of course, as to what extent these sex differ-

¢
ences owe to the operation of 5refereans--i.e., women self-selecting . . .-

N

themselves out of research assistants\éps and into teaching assistantships,

in which they achieve hear equity with men--or discrimination on the part

of‘graduate faculty,) . " ~~

If women faculty defy the Iaw of socio-ecdnomic status and academic -~

1% . *

careers, black faculty at predominantly white institutions conform to it--

with a vengeance. Black faculty, are twice as likely as their-white colleagues

v

to come from low socio-economic origins,*with younger black faculty even more

likely to do so than their older colleagues (Rafky, 1972). At the bacca-

laureate level, the top ten producers of black faculty are all black tol-
leges, with younger ﬁlack facultwhmore.likely to have attended the least
ﬁrestigious‘ﬁfzdominantly whitel institutions, especially public comprehensive

colleges and universities (Bryant 1970; Mommsen, 1974), At the graduate™ -

level black faculty, Iike academié -women, are about half as likely to hold

~

the Ph.D. as their white colleagues (Rafky, l972 R. Freeman, l978) and

=

!

s,

- = -
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those who do attain the doctorate tend to take much longer to do so than

L 4
their white colleagues (footnote: Rafky (1972) found that the median time
o &
for Ph.D. completion for. black faculty was thirteen years subsequent to

[

'receiﬁéiof the baccalaureate at a median age of thirty-six compared-to a
median comgfétion time of seven and a half years postTB.A. at a median agé
of thirty for white fa;ulty). Unlike acade;ic womer, however, blackyfacu%ty
were less likelyethan their majority male colleagues to pursue their doctoral

studies at the most prestigious research universities~~and this is especially

E)

true for the younger black faculty cohort (Rafky, 1972). In light of these

conditions, the careers of black faculty, even more so than those-of academic

women, are likely to'be adversely effected by their education and graduate

training. - R 7

s
L)

The Differential Context of the Academic Woman's Career

Wh%lg academic Q&Q?n are ﬁq;e likely than men to interrupt their graduate

study for chil&h#rth and other.domestip'%eSponsibilities (P. patterson, 1974; -

.Strobéz,'l975), they tend to compleée their deérees about aé quickly (Strober,

1975) 1f «at a slightly late£ age (fuéﬂman!)l976); énd, upon degree completion,
typically plunge right’into an academic careér (Gappa and thling, 1980).

Once having embarked on their career, they are no more likely than men to

S
interrupt it for personal.and family reasons (Folger, Bayer, and Astin, 1970;

Bayer 1973) %2{ S . ¢ W
While, then, academic women pursue their career trajectory as directly,
&9 ¥

if a little later than, academigq mg;; a number of constraints operate on that

.

pursuit. Marriage and family tesponsibilities appear to be an important con-

. straint (footnote: Marrihgeﬂhas'traditionally been more of, an, advantage to

9 . .

vprofesaionél mgle.thaﬁ the professional'female: For men, the spouse functions

- Ce N
. Ay .
L}

. . . '
. :5 .
» L4 w
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as a source of support, a household workhorse--minimizing family distractions
to work--and even as a research assistant; for women, marriage and a family

beeome something they have to juggle with their professional responsibilities
(Koester and Clark, 1980)).

w

half as likely to be married as academic men (45 versu$ 90 percent--Fulton,

While it is true that academic women are only

1975; B. Freeman, 19771 and the plurality are indeed single, the proportion
of married academic women is increasing among each new age cohort entering
the profession--to nearly 60 percent among the most recent female enterants.

Marital constraints, therefore, are particularly significant for younger

female faculty--those who are in the thick of the tenure race--and will be
even more"so-in the future should present trends continue.-

Several recent studies (Herman and Gyllstrom 1977; Koester and Clark,
1980) report that married female faculty experlence more conflict between
work and family roles than umnmarried female faculty or married Lkle faculty.
The primary source of that strain appears tolbe sheer "lack of time" Eo neet

~

opp&%&ng'demands.\ Koester and Clark (1980) and Mayfleld and Nash (1976)

reported "time management" to be the number one source of tension for mar-

ried female faculty.

Herman and Gyllstrom (1977), Heckman et al (1977)

and St. John-Parsons (1978) found t

ademic women,

even those in pro-

h:i/7é
portedly equality-orlented relationsifips, tended to revert to traditiomal
sex roles in the family--assuming responsibility for household maintenance,

cooking, etc. and retaining primary responsibility for parenting. Thus,

female faculty were found to spend 50~100 percent more time in home ‘maip-

’

tenance during the work week and during weekends than academic men (about
LIS AN

twenty-eight hours overall-Gappa and Uehling, 1980) and 40 percent less
R .

tlme in profe551onal work durinig the weekends (Herman and Gyllstrom, 1977)--

.

A

i
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and all of| this despite the extensive use of full-time’childcare.

/
/

_: ' Beyond the dayTth&ay time constraints, marriage also appears to con-/ -
strain the |career mobility of academic women. While léss likely to be mar-
ried, they lare two or three.times as likely as academic men to have spodses
.who are proEessionals-—frequently also professors (Simon, Clark and Galway,

1967; Astin, 1969; B. Freegpn, 1977; Blackburn et al, 1980). This results

in several sorts of constraints:

’

1. Enforced mobility when the spouse moves--Berger et al (1977)

in a study of job-seeking strategies among dual-career couples,
found that while most couples initially chose egalitarian

. . strategies (optimization of opportunity for both); in response

~

N
to market unfavorability, they tended to revert to the tra-

ditional strategy of giving the husband's career precedence.
Astip (1969) found marriéﬁ female doctorates more mobile than

- the unmarried, primarily as a result of spouse job moves. And

o=

. ) Reagan (1975) found that even female economics faculty who were
) . . "equal” or "major" earners in their family, were siénifﬁcantly
; A O
' ’ ; more likely than men to have given up a good job in the past
because their spouse had to move (nearly one-third of the =~

- females compared to 4 percent of the males}).

2., Immobility owing.to spouse's employment--Baldridge et al

P L (1578) reported that while female faculty were more dis-

satisfied with. their jobs than their male colleagues, they .

¢
were significantly less likely to move as a result, among

.;. . other things, of féﬁily considerations. Rose (1978) and
. - ) ’ R
Marwel]l et al -(1979) found that while male and female faculty

v .




«~50-

made about the same number of job shifts, women tended sig-

nificantly more often to remain in the same geographic

loéation (33 percent as compared with 7 percent of the men).
" , " And heagan (1975) found that while female economics fachlty-
who were "equal” ox "major" fah}}y earners were as 'willing"

as men to mové, their past mobility patterns indicate'that

the spouse's career has taken precedence.

And recognition of this enforced immobility leads to exploitation: Heckman

et al (1977) found that among 200 couples holding joint membership in the
- American Psychological Association, nearly 20 percent cited ppofe55106;1”
exploitation, -i.e. colleges and universities took advantagg of a female

"academic's geographical '"stuckness" to pay her less and offer her a non-

regular appointment. T

It appears clear, then, that marriage and family have an especially

negative impact on the job mobility‘of female faéulty and ultimatelxagh their

careers insofar as hobility, or the threat of mobility, has traditionally been

o .

associated with "moving up" in the academic world--both in rank and in salary.

Academic women Simply ‘do not have that "ace: in the hole" ‘working for them:
l

When' they do change Jobs, it is more llkely to be in the same geographlcal

locatxon and they are less likely to advance in rank and salary than their

more gebgraphicaliy mobile male colleagues {(Marwell, 1977).
L

~

"If mhrrigge and family responsibilities constrain the.caregr mobility

/
*

of female faculty and inc;éhse"the stress level under which "they must operate

on a daily basis, the evidence suggests that the preemptiveness of the family L

role may not directly account for sex-related differences in performance)
~ ) ~ . , A -

especially in the area .of research. Nine recent investigations have sought

v

ral
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to examine the relatio&ship between marital anq paréntal status\and the
yesearth productivity of female féculty (Simon, Clark and Gaiway, 1967;
Astin, 1969; Folger, Astin ;nd Bayer, 1976; Cole and Cole, 1973; Centr;,
1974, Wéidman and Wei&man, l§7 ; Ferber and Loep, 19 ; B,.Freemén, 1977;
Ham;vitch and Morganstern, 1978). Two;thirdé of these studies found no

significant difference in research productivity between married and unmarried

1Y

-.. academic women (footnote: Among these studies, all three that examined the
-~

relationship for males found that married men were indeed more productive

.than unmarried men; and four/five that examined the impact ognparentil status

found it to be non-significant). Indeed, two/thrge of the "discrepant"

s;u&ies (B. Freeman, 1977; Astin, 1978) found that married women were actually

more productive than their single colleagues. Initial differences at the

assistant professor level were qqité small,'but swelled to the point that at -
the full professor level, married females outpublished.single females by
two or three to one and‘aIEb’eutp%B}zéheEfmarried males. The third dis-

crepant study, Astin (1969), reports lower productivity among married women

,

academics-~but, the relationship is very small (rp = - ,06) and of limited

_practical significance. ,Still further doubts are cast on the significance

of the relationship by Ehe peculiarities of Astin's sample: Astin extended
her survey to fem?le Ph.D.. recipients, generally, rather than limiting it to
those who were emplbyed full-time in the labor force. Byhincluding non-

working doctoral recipients and those employed part-time who are more likely

to be.mérried, to be parents, and to be non-productive, Astin increased the
. _ .

likelihood of finding a negatiwve relationship.

~

- . While it would appear, then, that marital and parental responsibilities

o

R
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consensus needs te be interpreted with caution. While the studies focus on

cumulative publication over the academic’ career, they seek to relate it to

¢ -~

N ,
respondent marital status only at the time of the survey. This creates a

.

", high potential for the miscla§sification of individual respondents:aA faculty
member just married, yet single during most of their career would be classi-

. fied as married; ;imilarly, someone who has been married dos; of their career
and is recently just widowed or divorced would be classified as single.» Hqw
might such misclassification effedt éhe findings? It may be that they effec-

_ tively cancel each other out (about equa}xnumber§ of married and single respon-
dggts are misclassified); or, it may be that errors of classification hide any
real relationship that might exist. We have no way df telling.

To ‘the dxtent, however, that we lend credence to these findingse,théh
we are led to codclude that while family role constraints-make for added stress
-and reduce the advancement opportunities that attend mobility, they do Yot

~2. -~ - EY

explain male-female differentials in research performance. And that expla-
4 -

nation still seems to reside in activity preferences/orientations that seem

3
attributable to'eatrlier sex roles socialization.

% The DifferehtiallContext of the Black Professor's Academic Career

s

While black female faculty experience the same conflict between Profeél

sioﬁai and family responsibilities, they, together with black male faculty,

-

seem to be subject to the additional tug-of-war between their professional

and community re¢sponsibilities’(the "larger' family, as it_were). ' .

‘Walker‘(l973) detected a "double-consciousness" among black university

professors as they struggled to reconcile.ﬁhe frequently incompatible behaviors

demanded of them by_ the academQCoand black communities -Incompatibilities

‘v
. between the action reseazch orfentation- demanded by the Afro-American community

PR Y

[

«n o ~ ~
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versus the academic research orientation demanded by tenure and promotion

committees; the incompatibility between the role of scholar versus the role

of comﬁunity aétivi%ég Incompatibilities between the communicative style

characterizing the two ipmmunities; and, the sheer time demands imposed by N .

service to both.
S

a

This "double-consciousness" is reflected in the goals black faculty

9

pursue in their teaching: The preparation of students to compete in the -

economic system versus the development of commitment to the black community \"
* = >

(Hayden, 1978). More immediately, it is reflected in the Eeﬁsions of daily .
work. Moore and Wagstaff (1974) and Middleton (1578) report on the individual
psychologifal repercussions‘of at once pursuing promotion and tenure and serv-
. ing as the "res}dennf black, i.e. becoming involved in the counseling of black
students, serving on a disproportinate‘share of committees, especially those
concerned‘:ith affirmative action and minority affairs, glteﬁ&ing black events
on campus, as well as maintaining relationships with the b;ack community. .
Moreover, thg dilemma %s confounded\insofar as most black.faculty, are in edu-~

Py cation, the huménities, and the social sciences, and their research and teach-

.ing directly or indirectly, touches on matté;; of race,

- " While no studies empirically test the effect of these tensions on black

-

faculty performance and career advancement, impressionistic evidenhe\8uggests

that for those black faculty caught.on thg wrong sidé»of the dilemma, both

i pefformance and career adyancemént méy suffer (Middiéton, 1978).

- ey
S ’
-

The P’ecﬁll:l.ar Stresses of Being a 'Token' ; -
. I ] . ..

Quite beyond the conflicts generaéed by divided loyalties to profession

N -~

+and family/community, women and minority faculty, siﬁgie and married, are

\)4 . Rt N

igﬁ subject to the ad&itioﬁalaspress of frequently being the ohly one of their
\
}
}
I
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kind in aqdepartment—~the devfant indlvidual in an otherwise racially Lnd/or

seXually homogeneous group. ' ' AN

|
Kanter (1977, 1979) has examined the impact of low proportional ﬂep—

N

resentation of a particular social category on group functlonlng in bﬁ51—

! \

. I3 £ / Py
ness organizations. In "skewed" groups i.e. groups. in which one’soc1al

category predominates over another by ‘a ratio of more than 85:15, she/
. ’ |

uncovered a set of dynamics which empirically defines "tokenisu#" In such
skewed groupe, the token: (1) tends, as a deviant, to.have high visitility'
(which creates performance pressures of its own) 4and to function as a "symbol"
of their social category for the dominant group (creating the additional
pressure ;;‘rkpresenting all women or all blacks to the dominant group);
(2) provides the impetus\(ocqaeion) for increased self conscfousness‘ampﬁg
the dominants of their common culture and ipso facto the token's deviance
(and this is reflected in the tendency to isolate tokens’ on-the periphery
of colleague-interaction-zthe token is not qulte to be trusted); and (3) .
is stereotyped, i.e. subsumed under pre—existing generalizations about their
category as a group and forced into playing limited and caricatured roles
(e.g., the female fagulty member relegated to taking minutes at the committee
meeting; the minority faculty member assigned respongibilities related to
@éaffirmative actign, etc.).

While there has been no full scale empirical test of Kanter's paradigm
as it operates in Academe, a namber of related pieces of evidence suggestively

support the constellation of group dynamics associated with tokenism:

Item, Kaufman's (l978) studles of colleagueship/network 1nvolvement

'
i

ampong female faculty reveal a pattern/of greater relat1ve scholarly - 4

isolation as do Middleton s (1978). and Anderson et als (1979) studies




O
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s

. 'of black faculty; -

Item. %he phenomenon of viewing individual female and minorfty faculty
as representati;es of their §ociai categories is a f;miliar pagzérn
in Academe (e.,g. th; black faculty member is the instant expert
on black students); -

Item. Studies of job satisfagtion show *that women scholag;‘(single as

Ny o

well as married) are significantl ‘less_satisfied with their jobs
than male aéademic$ (Herman and Gyllstrom, 1977; Baldridge et al,
1978). Moreover, those at the most prestigious institutions (where

women are scarcest) and those vho aré youngest (and ha;e qpf yet

developed successful coping strategies) are the‘{east satisfied

of all. |

Just how token status per se effects performance'(i,e. Ebe compérison

of tokqn“and non-token women and minorities) remains to be examined. To

\ . ' .
the extent that tokenism is a major determinant of the work pé%formance !

\
of women and minorities, then the most viable solutiom will be to increase
the proportion of women and minority group members of academic departments
(i.e. move'towafd\more "balancéd" groups)--a goal that appears to be miti-
< - N .
gated by current responses to affirmative action pressures, i.e. the
* .

-

establishment of token slots ih academic departments '(Steele and Green,

1976). ) ’ >

[ 7 ~

.
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A Final Word . \
A Final Word _ .

on the basis of the preceding analysis, what conclusions can be ’

i .
drawn about the status of women and minority faculty ¢dn Academe?
Most importantly, it appears that the situation of women ‘and

o

minority faculty is the resultant of a constellation of forces. Beyond
inequities in training opportunities anﬁ~in hiring, promotion and com-
pensation practices which may be attributable to své}t diggrimination

on the part of the professoriate, a number of less directly "manipulable"
factors are at work., There is, first of all, the matter of equy sociali-

zation and the orientations and activity preferences to which it gives rise.
M .

Thelevidence clearly suggests that a heightened orientation to teaching and

student development, a disinclinatj6on to empirical research, and selection
to more teaching,priented institutions cannot be attributed solely, or

of v
even primarily, to discrimination against individuals on the sole basis of

their sex or racial/ethnig origin. §imilarly, the sex and race related
constraints on the pursuit of an academic career seem more attributable to

culturally prescribed family and community'roles than to purposeful discrimi-

-

nation against individuals. Colleges and universities, in and of tiremselves)
are hardly in a position to attack differential early socialization and pre-

scribed family/community role relationships directly. (Footnote:. They can,

’

to,be sure, sesve as a forum for highlighting these social inequities and

even for mobilizing intellectual respurces to resPdnd to them). They are,

however, in a position to more directly attack inequities within the aca- -
os ,

3% -

X

- t
.qamy itrself, i.e., recognize the peculiar impacts .of early socialization and .,

sociocitltural constraints..and attempt to adjust employment policies/practices

and the organizational reward: system to accommodate group digferences. It

-
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»
should be recognized, however; that current practices and the current

reward system have evolved over time to meet the needs and orientations
of the 1argest number of academics~-majority males. It would be most
reasonable to expect change to occur only to the extent to which the

o

composition of the professoriate actually ch\ggesf/; e. to the extent
that numerically significant minorities emerge that can mobilize sig-
nificant support for change. In the case of academic women, that numer-
ical significanee in gra&uate“education and in the professoriate itself
and that mobilization of support began to emerge in the late 1970s--at

Vg

the very same time that the womeh's<movement was mobilizing significant

support for change in early socialization and family roles. Thus, insti-

tutions of higher education have begun to respond to the negative impact

of anti-nepotism regulations, to needs for pregnancy leave and child ca;e
centers, etc. In the case~of racial minoritiee, that numeriEal signifi-
cance and mobilization of support has yet-eo emerge; ani the data on
graduate school enrdllments are not encohragihg. o . . p;
If indeed numer;cal growth is the key to change, then the decade of
the 1980s brings with it a bitter irony (at least foh academic women): -
At the very time when social conditions support a significant infusion of
women.into the professoriate, the epportunities for ah academic career are
declining dra@%ticaiiy; and, if current enrollment projecfions are credible,
will continee to do so for at least the next decade and a half. To what
e#tent the significant contingent of ecademic women among "new h};es" will
fall prey to the tenure Squeeze anq/of retrenchment or will make their way
into the senior ranks of the professori%te_and further empower';hemselves

and the cause of ‘equity should determine the situation of women and minority

faculty well into the hwentyffirst century. (Footnote: Insofar as ebadenﬁi&

- ________£5
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~~ The possibility remains, however, of co-optation and for
the newly elite few to over identify with the "academicl7stablishmen§" and .
‘ turn against their own--a' phenomenon Kantes (1977, 1979) ‘obsérved among
. - .- " !
new women managers. - ' \
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women'’ tend to be significantly more sensitive to genér;1 ig ues of
: . . \
crimination and equity than majority males (Ladd{gpd‘Lipse , 1976), it

seems reasonable to heir rise in

assume that, at least to some extent,

toward equity.
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